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'J-Fot' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

I met a wonderful girl just yesterday. Let me tell you how it was: My
[relative] is a dilettantish actor and they had an opening performance
of a new play. It was a fairy-tale for children and I went with him
to see it. There were lots of little girls there, but these didn't
hold my attention too much this time, because of her. She played one
of the major parts in the play and I couln't get my eyes of her.

She is about fifteen, so she may be a little bit too old for this list,
but she looks much younger. She has got a petite slim body with almost
non-existent breasts and a young girlish voice and even manners. She's
just lovely and I think I'm in love, well for a while at least.

When the performance was over, I joined the actors to celebrate the
success, so I got to know her a little better in the course of the
afternoon and the evening. I succeeded to talk to her a few times,
suffice it to say that she not only looks great, but she's a really nice
girl as well.

After the performance there was a dance for kids, so we all were there
and danced for several hours and when the dance finished, we went to a
pub where we stayed until late evening, talking, playing pool and darts
and just having fun. I haven't had such a great time for a long while.

I dreamt of her at the night and she was the first I thought of when I
woke up. I couldn't get her off my mind all the day long, thinking about
when I get to see her again. I'm really considering joining the company,
if only to be able to see her more often. I'll do that. It's a great
group of people anyway.

'J-Fot'
-----------------------------------------------------------------------




'Bandersnatch' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------------

Here are a couple of possibly interesting films on UK TV next week,
from the list of the legendary 'Sir A.J.':

Sunday 6 June, 11.05pm - 1.10am BBC2

MOMMIE DEAREST (1981) Based on the tell-all biography of Joan
Crawford (Faye Dunaway) by her daughter who was apparently
adopted as a social accoutrement then shunted off to boarding
school and generally treated like a servant.

Thursday 10 June, 12.05am - 2.00am BBC1 (i.e. early Friday morning)

PICNIC AT HANGING ROCK (dir: Peter Weir, 1975) David Hamilton-esque
drama (soft focus, but no nudes) about a group of Australian
schoolgirls who go off on a picnic in 1901 and mysteriously vanish.

(WRT the latter film, I must say I don't quite see the point in a
fictional mystery that is unsolved; or maybe it's too subtle for
me.)

   [ Great film - don't blink while they show the few seconds of
     the lesbian bed-scene ! :) ]

'Bandersnatch'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Desire' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

I wrote a letter to Marleen's father. Here is, roughly translated from
a preliminary version, the contents:

  Your phone call, as you might understand, took me with anxiety. I
  wondered if I had done something wrong, and I realize I might have.
  Looking back I can imagine that my behaviour sometimes seemed
  suspicious. Especially giving Marleen my phone number was a stupid
  thing to do.

  To my defense I can only state that I never had any bad intentions.
  My only purpose was to give her -and myself- a happy time. And I
  think I succeeded in doing so.

  I will respect your decision. Not doing so would be in no-one's
  interest, especially not in that of those who are most important
  here - your children. I will respect it, but I do regret it.

  With friendly greeting,

  (Desire)

Let's see if I get an answer.

--

I myself am getting much happier already. And the reason, as will not
surprise you, is a little girl. It's the younger granddaughter of my
landlady's, which you (might) know by the name of Alyson.

Lately she's been very enthusiastic about me. I get to meet her
during about one quarter in the morning, twice a week - being the
time between the time she comes to her grandmother and the time I
have to go to work. She has asked me whether there are times when I
do not have to go to work, and when I answered 'in the weekends', she
said, with a light sadness in her voice '...but then I'm not here.'
One of her favorite games is to block the passage for me, and telling
me I may not pass, or only between her legs. I tried the latter once,
but that's clearly too narrow for my shoulders. When I determined to
go on, the result was that I was crawling with her laying with her
back on mine. Very nice, but I had to take care a bit about how to
put her down again.

Anyway, last Tuesday I decided to take a day off to wash my clothes
(yes, that was the real reason, but I must admit I did it on purpose
on a day when she would be there). Wonderful! She would walk around
while I hung the clothes, we played throw-and-catch-the-ball, and in
general had some great times together.

She got me in some situation where I thought 'ho, stop, this might
get too sexual' too. She was wearing a short skirt (above the knee).
I was standing on the stairs, and she was upstairs behind the fence
to stop people from falling into the stair opening. We had both been
pushing our face through the holes in the fence, but now she went
sitting on her heels. Imagine a girl in a short, hiked-up skirt,
sitting on her heels. And then imagine your face at about 10-20 cm
distance, at the same height. I like a panty flash, but this went
too far. Especially because she also asked 'Do you want to see my
peepee?" Believe it or not, I was actually glad her grandmother just
happened to call her at that same moment...

Not the first time that she got me in such a situation either. I had
been taking a shower, and now wore only gym shorts. And then she asks
me what she's seeing underneath it. Took some time to decide on the
word, and finally went for a [common term] (a common word to be used
to give the thing a name to children - [the American would be "pee-pee"]).
She then claimed that it was my arse instead, and despite the fact that I
pointed at my real arse (also covered by the shorts of course), she
maintained her claim.

But most of all, she's just a wonderful bundle of energy, and a girl
who is really happy to see me and play with me. I'm happy again, I
guess.

She was walking to and fro, leading me to remark "she doesn't know
what she wants." "Oh, yes, she does - she wants your attention" her
grandmother answered. I guess she understands. I get the feeling that
she likes the fact that Alyson and I get along so well. She will
sometimes stop us, but only when there's something specific on the
program or when we've been going on quite long already. Still, I
wonder whether things will remain that way. She seems to have a hell
of a job quieting Alyson down again after she's played with me.

Saturday Alyson had come over again, as had her sister. And I've been
spending quite some time with them again, but still it didn't feel as
well as Tuesday. I have no problem having fun with either of them, but
when they're together, their age difference makes it quite hard to
keep both of them happy at the same time.

I might already have told this, but I'll do so again nevertheless:
The situation at their home is not very good at the moment. Their
mother has been home a few weeks because of stress, and Michaela was
kept down for the second year in row, and now has to go to a special
school instead. And from what my landlady tells me about it, I get a
feeling that her mother's sub-optimal parenting methods might have
contributed to that. She has had psychological advice on handling her
children better (one problem seems that she can stand very little,
and so is sometimes almost continuously telling them to stop this and
stop that), but often is not able to follow it up.

--

To 'Rational':

If the relationship between your friend and that girl is getting as
serious as you say it is, and he would have a chance to tell about it
without TOO negative reactions, I think that it would be better for
him to ask to be transferred to another class than hers. As you also
wrote, a teacher-pupil relationship, at least a sexual one, will be
frowned  upon (and might, as you write, be considered a reason for
discharge) even if the pupil is (slightly) above the age of consent -
the relationship is simply more power-unequal than a 'normal'
intergenerational relationship, or at least is seen that way. On the
other hand, if she's simply some teenager, there will be less reason
to fire him. Especially if, by making this request, he has already
shown to worry about the situation. It also avoids clashes of interest,
for example if he has to give her a low grade.

--

'Sticky Rick' wrote:
> Say Ianthe, would you host a web page? I was starting to think that
> Free Always would be a good server to host a site on, but I'm not
> so sure now seeing that the IFS site was removed.

I have put my pages on the boy-lover server FPC ( http://www.fpc.net ).
Might also be one to keep in your mind as a possibile location.

> Anyway, the main reason I'm posting is because I wanted to say that
> Ianthe might want to separate the list into two lists. One list would
> be for what it was originally intended for, and the other one would be
> for the news clippings.

I don't think this should be regarded a problem. It cost about 2
seconds to distinguish a press clippings post from a 'normal' post.
I can imagine splitting the list, but this split seems to me to be
more hassle than it's worth.

--

'Braveheart' wrote:
> There seemed to be a lot of people answering for 'Sihme' and his
> personal, selfish desire.

Have you actually _read_ the posts? Nobody is claiming that 'selfish
desires' should be followed. We do disagree on what is and is not
acceptable, but _nobody_ is claiming that one should have sex when
such is _bad_ to the child. We just disagree on when it is or is not.

> And I noticed how so many and so quickly people turned on me for
> expressing some moral responsibility regarding my loving girls.

Apparently you have _not_ read the posts, apart from seeing they
disagreed with you. If I would turn on everyone who expresses some
moral responsibility regarding his loving girls, I would turn on
everyone here. Please see the difference between having a _different_
morality from having _no_ morality.

> I melt at the site of a pretty young girl, just as you do. I will
> jump at the opportunity to be around little girls, just as you do.
> However, there are responsibilities that lie with that attraction,
> and to dismiss these responsibilities would be abusing the idea of
> loving girls.

Again, this is something everyone here agrees with. What the
disagreement is about is _which_ responsibilities those are. In your
opinion 'keeping the girl's innocent' is one of them. In mine, it is
not. In my opinion the responsibilities are things like 'not harming
the girl' and 'always regarding her feelings and wishes first'.

> If sex with children were ok, then why is society so against it, and
> so bent on preventing it?

Society has in the past been strongly against, and been bent on
preventing, masturbation, homosexuality, religious and political
freedom, racial equality, and a number more things that we now
consider good or harmless. If this is the best argument you have, you
have no argument at all.

> You can persuade yourself until you are blue in the face that
> "children want to have sex"

Well, if there are no children that want to have sex, what are we
talking about then? Nobody here is in favor of sex with children who
do not want it, so if children do not want to have sex, we all agree,
don't we?

> As a girl lover, should you not have the strength of will and the
> responsibility to shield your object of affection from adult things
> like sexual relationships?

No, not necessarily. Our responsibility is to make them happy, to
teach them, and to help raising them. If those are hindered by a
sexual relationship, we should not pursue it, if they are helped by
it, we should. Whether a sexual relationship is an 'adult' thing is
not the deciding factor.

> As males, there is not much to consider when giving our seed to a
> female. What about her? If she is around the age of puberty, there
> is the chance of pregnancy. Do you think that is loving your little
> girl?? Getting her pregnant before her body can physically and
> mentally prepare for such a life-changing thing?

I don't think it's a good idea to get her pregnant, no. But that still
leaves a large range of possible sexual behaviours open - mutual
masturbation and oral sex to name the two most obvious ones. And even
when we go to intercourse, a combination of a condom with spermicidals
will decrease the risk of pregnancy to an absolute minimum.

> I'll say it again: I believe a true girl lover is one who looks out
> for the girl he loves FIRST.

Agree.

> The desire to have sex is something that comes from YOU.

Not always.

> Craftily setting up situations that you hope may lead to something
> like intercourse is SEXUAL ABUSE.

Nobody is talking about setting up such situations on purpose. But
not setting up the situation such that we will get intercourse does
not necessarily imply that we start running away each time our hand
would come near our beloved's groin area either. Or that we start
crying about "lost childhoods!" if she tells us how good it feels to
direct the shower between her legs.

> Now, I know that the opposition to the idea of moral responsibility
> comes from only a few of the 200+ members of this Mailing List.

Again, there is no opposition whatsoever to the idea of moral
responsibility. Not even from a few of the 200+ members of this
list. What there's opposition against is your idea that you are the
one to decide exactly what is our moral responsibility.

> And I also know that the farthest most of us will get to girls is
> hugging, perhaps a stolen kiss, and other similar affectionate
> actions. Although we can never have an "adult" relationship with
> little girls, we can have a special one, built on loyalty and trust.

Yes, in all likelihood that's the farthest I'll ever come. And I don't
regret that a bit. But if I happen to come in a situation where I have
the chance to go further, I will base the decision on whether or not
to do so on the actual wish of the girl, and my own estimate of the
chance that she will be harmed by it. And not on an abstract principle
like 'never having sex', or some vague notion of innocence.

I find it remarkable that you word by word repeat what your supposed
supporters say, without adding to it. We have all been able to read
them. If you would really want to have a discussion, you should, in
my opinion, have quoted your _opponents_, and shown where they are
wrong (and where they might be right).

> Imagine the girl you like or love running to you knowing she can
> trust you, knowing that in the back of your mind, there is not some
> devious plan or hope that one day, you'll get in her pants.

I might have a hope I get in her pants. But I will never actually do
so unless she wants me to.

> Knowing, that at least for now, at least for her childhood, she
> won't have to worry about adult things like sexual intercourse,
> pregnancy, STD's, and such things.

Why not make it even better? Why would _anyone_ have to worry about
those things? Adults know about those things, and still they have sex.
Apparently there are things that are more important than those. What
is there to worry about sexual intercourse? If it's a worry, we should
not do it, that's clear. As for pregnancy and STD's: I can take care
of those, she should not have to worry about them even in the rare
case that we _would_ have a sexual relationship.

> Share her childhood with her, don't share your adulthood with her.

Which to me does not mean that we should not be sexual, but rather
that we should have sexuality at the childhood level. Which is not
the complete absence of sexuality, but just a different one. One
which is not centered around direct manipulation of the sexual
organs and intercourse, but around discovery and whole-body
sensuality.

--

'n.s. aristoff' wrote:
> The truth, Slider, is that for girls consent does not predict the
> outcome of an adult-child sexual contact.  In other words, take a
> group of consensual contacts and non-consensual ones, and you will
> not find that the neutral or positive experiences are consensual
> ones.  So when girl-lovers talk about consent and lack of harm,
> they are totally wrong.

I don't think we can conclude this from the RBT research. What we
_can_ conclude is that there is no evidence as of now that there _is_
a strong relationship between consent and (lack of) harm for adult-girl
relationships. The only research question that directly checked this
relationship was one in which researches with only unwanted contacts
and researches with all contacts were compared, and no difference was
found (actually the first group came even out with a lower result,
although the difference was not significant). However, given that
women described only 10-30% of their experiences as actually
consensual, we are then comparing two largely equal data sets.

Still, even with this proviso, I must say that this one comment of
yours is a very good argument argument against sexual girl-love
relationships.

--

'Yuri' wrote:
> As for counselling making this worse, I think that in real cases of
> abuse, proper counselling is needed.  Are the children getting
> _proper_ counselling?  I don't think so.  Most therapists seem to
> be interested in making the child relieve the experience, to help
> the "cause" (against child abusers), than in helping the child
> integrate the experience, learn what positive things they can, and
> move on.

For the most part I do agree. Problem is not with therapy 'in itself',
but with the way in which it is done. If therapists would start doing
your method more, it would indeed be a blessing rather than a curse
for most children. I remain of the opinion that even in a large number
of real abuse cases (although probably not in the most severe ones),
counselling is still not necessary. Only problem might be that one
would probably need some counselling any way to check which children
would and would not need it.

--

Regarding the US laws forbidding US citizens to have sex with
young people abroad:

I don't think this is forbidden by international law. I think a
country does indeed have the right to forbid its citizens to do
things abroad. In fact, I recently looked up the Dutch laws on this
point, and there is a large list of offences which are punishable for
Dutchmen to do abroad, and even a number where the Dutch law regards
itself applicable if done by _anyone anywhere_.

However, it must also be said that almost all of these fall in a few
categories:

anyone anywhere:
- attempts to influence or change the Dutch government by the use
  of violence or other unconstitual means
- attacks on the Dutch king, queen or heir apparent
- hijacking and other crimes regarding navigation or air traffic
- several crimes where the Dutch state itself can be regarded the
  victim (for example, falsifying Dutch banknotes or stamps, falsely
  using the Dutch flag on a ship, illegal attacks against Dutch
  diplomatically protected persons)

The third category generally has the restriction that either the
perpetrator is Dutch (including others with a residence permit for
the Netherlands), or is in the Netherlands at the time of arrest. The
rationale is probably that an airplane in an international flight, or
a ship in the high seas falls under no country's jurisdiction, and
without exceptions as these, crimes committed there would thus be
punishable nowhere.

Dutch anywhere:
- yet more crimes regarding navigation
- several kinds of high treason and wartime collaboration (generally,
  acts that cause the Netherlands to be involved in a war, or that
  help the enemy once the war has started)
- crimes specifically for civil servants
- anything that is also punishable in the country where the act was
  committed

There are however a few that I can remember only one crime that does
not fall in these categories that is included, namely polygamy [having
multiple wives at the same time - US government is undertaking
a big series of trials against various religious minorities, now,
to try to stamp this out.].

Anyway, without going too deep into it, it is existing practice that
countries extend some of their laws to their citizens outside their
borders. The default is that a country's laws do not apply outside
their borders, but making exceptions to this seems to be quite
normal.

--

From the press clippings:
> "I'm paying for the nannies, the clothes and, one day, the
> private schools. I'm not sure that trying to contort myself
> into creating quality time for our three kids would benefit
> either them or me.

Trying to compensate for emotional neglect with physical presents. A
situation that is well-known in literature.

> Also, to be frank, children can be pretty boring," he said.

Someone who has that kind of ideas is not worth the name 'father'.

> In Pennsylvania, a girl of 14 was strip-searched and
> suspended for two weeks when, during a class discussion,
> she observed that she understood how unpopular students
> might eventually resort to violence.

When I hear that kind of thing, I fear I also start to understand
why students might resort to violence...

> It's not the violence in computer games that makes children
> violent - it's how hard the game is to finish. University
> of Texas psychologists Michael Brooks and Chuck McVey claim
> the more frustrating a game is, the more aggressive a child
> will be after playing it. The pair found that a low-scoring
> wrestle with Tetris can make a child angrier than blasting
> away at a few monsters in Quake II.

Of course, I would say. In fact, I think that just blasting away some
monsters would do a lot to _decrease_ violence - if one has games to
work off one's aggression on, one does not need to do so in less
acceptable means. When studies would find that children who play these
games are more aggressive, the explanation that aggressive children
are more interested in that kind of games would seem at least as
reasonable as the explanation that these games make children
aggressive.

'Desire'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Huio' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Hi, I have only written once before. I just wanted to ask how you
guys deal with the loneliness of it. Other than this group or some
usenet newsgroups (if not already censored), there is no human
companionship. I will never know another GL because I will never speak
out of my closet. The boylovers have their NAMBLA or whatever. But
what does GL's have? For those who don't own a computer, or have access
to this information, they tend to see themselves as 'evil'. The only
identifying "role models" for most are the criminals whom the media
gives us. That realization in and of itself is scary.

But, on a lighter note - ever notice how a girl notices you when you
notice them, but at the same time their parents or adults don't
see a damn thing. --"it's a good thing"

Well, I will say good-bye for now. I will write more as I ease into
this.

'Huio'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Mach I' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

Dear friends, I want to share some thoughts about child/adult
relationship and responsibilities involved.

Let's make a comparison between an adult/adult and a child/adult
relationship and their consequences:

When you date a woman, you (both) have usually one of the following 3
expectations:

1- Establish a relationship that leads to marriage with love, affection and
sexual experiences.

2- Friendship based on the fact that both have something in common to share.

3- A pure sexual encounter.

Now, in the same order, what can we expect in a child/adult relationship?

1- We have love, affection and even sexual experiences, but sooner or later
the relationship will fade. Realistically you can't expect to marry or live
with the girl in the future.

2- We have in common the wish to play and stay together. We can keep our
friendship in the future, but it will no longer be a child/adult
relationship.

3- Out of question if you are not a selfish child abuser.

We deceive ourselves all the time, wishing to have an endless relationship.
We will be adults for the rest of our lives but children will stop being
children in a couple of years. Too obvious so far? Well, what I want to say
is that they will change their opinions, according to their experiences and
knowledge much more that we can foresee.

I can understand the reference 'Braveheart' made about our responsibility in
a sexual relationship with a lg. The act itself is not properly harmful.
It's surely the most wonderful experience in our lives but how can we be
sure it will be the same for a child? Even in a perfect environment,
including mutual consent, love, etc., this child can regret that in the
future and it's our responsibility to avoid her taking that risk. I am not
saying the sexual act is wrong, no matter if it involves intercourse or not.
It can be equally pleasant for the child. I am talking about moral, or what
is morally correct.

Physical or psychological (emotional) harm has to be considered only in
non-consensual sex and it's not the case here. As living beings, we are all
sexualized at different degrees in almost everything we do since the day we
were born and as mammals, we need the warmth of the touch and closeness of
the opposite sex (in general). It's natural and instinctive and the sexual
component is the catalyzer of our feelings. In other words, sex is what
keeps us alive and had guaranteed our existence since we appeared in earth,
no matter how. Now, as human beings, we have an additional "feature": we
think. We have ideas, we rationalize, and we have a particular behavior
according to certain circumstances. Our behavior is based in this complexity
of information we share due to our high capacity of communication. It means
our survival is today more dependable on our social integration than our
basic instincts.

What is considered acceptable (right) or non-acceptable (wrong) in our
society? Usually what the majority of the group in consideration decides to
acceptable will be the law and it will be imposed to the whole group. There
are some morals with absolute value, like those cited in previous posts
(don't steal, don't harm, don't kill). Others have relative value that may
change from time to time, place to place and can be accepted only in
selected sub-groups.

Sex with children for example, is supposed to accepted by the majority of
our group (asgl) but what about the children? What group do they belong to?
Maybe at the present time a child can consciously decide and be willing for
sex because it's instinctually good and pleasant. A child is always more
instinctively than socially motivated. One day, she'll be an active
representative of a group in society. What values she will recognize as
acceptable? Aren't we playing with her future? Isn't this moment of her
live, while she has not acquired knowledge enough to decide what is the best
for her in the future, called "innocence?"

Actually, innocence is not equal to ignorance. It approaches more to the
concept of ingenuity (and self-centerness) and it's due to the lack of
experience in dealing with this social side of the human beings. I
particularly love when a lg is somewhat "wild and raw". A too polite girl
sucks because it seems unnatural, as well as a grown-up appearance she has
when wearing social clothes and make-up.


I have noticed how my little girlfriend Kathy (9 yr.-old) is not ignorant
about her sexual feelings. She is always hugging me, sitting in my lap and
laying down on me (she says I am her mattress!) Now she loves a shoulder
ride, asks me to carry her upside-down and plays dog, asking to rub her
tummy and chest. Who's innocent in these games? She might think I am.

She's aware that sometimes I get aroused. It's a mix of love, affection and
sexual games that we both enjoy to have in an "innocent way." How further
can she go? How further can I allow her to go? Will she think I have been an
abuser in the future, letting her as a child, have intimacy with me, an
adult? I don't know. Will she recall these moments and be thankful for the
pleasure she had or will she regret them? There is no hope to keep our
relationship in the future so; I will not be able to keep up with her
growing-up. She will probably lose interest in me or will have to move out
with her family sometime in the future. The same can happen to me. Now I
love her and the way she is. I don't know if I will be attracted to her when
she becomes a teen.

My friends, this is a typical situation all of us are involved with.
Children don't have any concern about their future. They live the present
moment, doing what they want to do and avoiding things to not be grounded. A
bad consequence for the future is something they don't realize yet. They can
swear they will never change their minds about something but we know they
will. I recognize and respect their wishes but the responsibility of certain
attitudes belongs to us in order to protect them against their own
innocence.

Take care,

'Mach I'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'The Newbie':
-------------------------------------------------------------------

I am a relative newbie.

Can anyone give advice regarding computer security/privacy?  I
need to secure my copies of ASGL-L on my computer, and would
like to be able to send and receive files securely.  Any sage
advice from those more experienced will be much appreciated.

'The Newbie'
--------------------------------------------------------------------

  [ Best advice is to check Fresh Petals's security page.
    Second best advice is not to be tempted by subsequent
    security measures to do anything that counts as illegal
    in your country. ]



'Girluardian' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------------

Hello Group,

I recieved the latest posting of this wonderful girl-lovers'
newsletter from a friend and was absolutely glad that I read it.

I am 20 and have been a girl admirer for at least 4 years.

Initially, I used to shrug away the attraction I had for little
girls but ever since I have been on the net I have discovered a
lot of people like myself who love and care for the little
sweethearts and I no longer feel ashamed of my attraction for
young girls.

I, like so many in the group, would never have sex with a young
girl or other sexual contacts of another kind.

However - I can never resist cuddling and kissing the cheeks
of these cute little bundles of joys.

The greatest thing I find about little girls are their
emotions and the fact they are never boring.  They are cute when
they are energenic and so cuddly when they are sad and I just
feel like holding them forever. I often dream of lying beside
a princess as she kisses me on the cheek goodnight and she wraps
her arms around my shoulders and sleeps soundly as I watch her
so innocently asleep. I will wake her with a gentle kiss and
I imagine her rubbing her bleary eyes with a smile.

I really loved the life stories expressed here in the last
issue and now that I have signed up I look forward to many
more and will contribute experiences with the little lovelies
too.

My regards,

'Girluardian'

ps... "little girls don't sleep... they just simply recharge!"
-------------------------------------------------------------------




'grlvr' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

Hi. I am a long-time reader, but this is my first posting.

'Braveheart' wrote:
>Now, I know that the opposition to the idea of moral responsibility
>comes from only a few of the 200+ members of this Mailing List.

Since you are intent on drawing a line in the dirt, and since I hate being
taken for granted, I have four words for you:

Responsibility YES
Celibacy NO

>'C.L. Wheels' wrote:
>
>'Slider' writes:
> >But nobody can take away my memories: [...]she was 11, I was 44
>
>Oh wow! What a story. I take it this is a true experience? If so,
>you are a lucky man. Sounds very similar to my experiences with this
>one girl many years ago.

Please share your story with us!

Keep the faith brothers and sisters!

'grlvr'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'Spook' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

A group of us are gathering intelligence on the various police and
other groups which are currently active against pedophiles on the
Net. Can someone tell us more about an Irish group called COPINE?
A three person team based in Dublin, backed by a small network which
held their conference recently in April. It seems they are
unofficially sanctioned by the Garda to legally view and keep
"child porn", are headed up by an "abuse survivor", and there
may be some regious element to their backing?

'Spook'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'Sihme' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

*sigh*  Something is wrong with my e-mail server, such that posts
haven't been getting through.  This following post was supposed to
go in about a week ago, so you'll understand that it may seem a
little out of date.  I almost couldn't be bothered reposting, but
what the heck...

Greetings again to you all.  Unfortunately, providence hasn't been
living up to it's name for me over the past week or so, but we'll get
to that in a minute.

First let's respond to 'Braveheart'! (and apologies if this is getting
boring).

He wrote:
>There seemed to be a lot of people answering for 'Sihme' and his
>personal, selfish desire.

I'm afraid Braveheart is right.  It is all just personal, selfish desire.
Thinking about little girls engages similar neural pathways as
thinking about fine food, indeed, they're truly a feast for the eyes.
I only care about other things because of their apparent utility, and
even then not much.  Moral implications are so far removed from
my cycle of thoughts that they appear as a through a thick fog on a
moonless night.  So, that's what I'm stuck with.  I can't for the life
of me grasp your lofty abstractions.  Maybe you _are_ simply a
higher form of life than I?  I can't see so from my perspective.

I would say I love all little girls, because apparently that's what
being a paedophile is all about. But I don't.  I only love the friendly
and pretty ones; the rest I don't care about.

I would say I wouldn't abuse my position of power to fulfil my
desires in the arena of little girls, but that's not the truth either, in
fact, for instance, I have no qualms about very liberally using my
power to shoo away any little boys who might be competing for the
same prize as I.  Or, for instance, using any sort of devious trick to
deceive parents and/or other guardians.  However, when it comes
to the girl herself, I don't use power as such, in a coercive way, but
it's hard to not use the power of one's intellect and accumulated
experience to 'optimize' the situation.

I don't care whether sex is right or wrong - if it tastes good,
I'll eat it.

So what is one to do in my predicament?  I only know what I see.
In whom should I place my trust?  I would follow your wonderful
moral guidelines, but I'm afraid I just couldn't!  Not understanding
them, I would never know what to do or not do and when, let alone
why.  On top of that, I fear my character is not strong enough to
bear the imposition of morals in the face of overpowering desire,
so I suppose it's best you keep them, and leave me to my misery.

>First question - Is sexual intercourse between an adult and a child
>right or wrong? I believe it is wrong, period.

I may as well accept that it's wrong, but I still don't care.

>Even if (for some reason) the child was BEGGING you to have
>sex with her, you have a responsibility not to do it.

I don't accept the responsibility.

And I'd like to put _you_ to the test in that situation!

Why do you care about all this stuff anyway Braveheart?  Doesn't
it all just seem like folly?  I mean.. maybe this.. maybe that.. who
cares?  Society at large is going to hate you anyway, as I pointed
out earlier it's a bad idea to even tell anyone that you're a
paedophile, even if they are likely to sympathise, it just
complicates the situation.  How does one know that a person who
at the time says they are sympathetic, when it comes to the crunch,
that they don't have some whacked-out moral dilemma and blab, or
whatever.  So for whose benefit is all this?  Are we supposed to
think "My word!  This 'Braveheart' is certainly an upright fellow!
Let's all give him a virtual pat on the back!."

"But look Society!!  I'm ON YOUR SIDE!! I too think that sex
with kids is sick and depraved.. so wont you please accept me?"

Nope. They're not going to!  So just give it up!

Better to just _be_ the scum of the Earth and glory in it!  In secret
though :)  Speaking of secrets, people who are outwardly moral
are, more often than not, inwardly quite immoral.  Just think of all
those moral crusaders - they're all so dodgy!

--

But anyhow...

One can never tell at the time whether the odd things that happen
are for the bestter or worse.  I'll tell you about my Sunday.

Because the Sunday before I had been 'guaranteed' that my current
interest (S. 9yo) was going to be at the place we usually meet, I
showed up earlier than usual.  It was a cold, wet, dark and windy
day, and seemingly no children were there at all, so instead I did
the boring thing the adults were doing.  Then, later, going outside I
discover that S.'s best friend (with whom she comes) C. was there,
sitting in a chair reading a book.  She looked so small!  "Children
grow faster in my mind than in reality" I thought, and in truth, in
my imagination, they tower over me.  Although I do not feel the
same way toward C. as I do S., her presence was most welcome,
but S'.'s absence was engaging most of my thought.  _I_ didn't
want to shake her shoulders and scream "where is S!??!" in her
face, but part of me did, and she perceptively answered my
question before the words reached my mouth.

"S's gone camping again, this time with her cousins."

"Oh well, that's OK" I said and thought and so the conversation
and play and unfortunate food fights and fortunate piggy-backs
and tickle fights continued for an hour or so.  However, I
discovered a horrible truth.  C. told me that on Wednesday
(yesterday, now) she will be moving to another state, more than
1,000km away :((( !!

"Oh well, that's not SO bad, at least S. isn't moving"  I hear you
say, which is true, but now my only link to her has vanished!!
Now there'll be no reason for S. to come along to where we meet.
There's a significant possibility we'll never see each other
AGAIN!!

   [ Throw a leaving party - and get to know some of her
     friends who'll still be around ? ]

However...

A thread of possibilty still exists.

C. and I exchanged telephone numbers and addresses, and so I will
at least write to her once she is living in her new house.  Her father
said that although they wouldn't give me S.'s address because of
'etiquette' they would at least pass on my details to her.  Whether
or not they did is another thing altogether.  *sigh* The worst thing
is, is that it would have been very easy, I think, to gain permission
from C.'s father to take her and S. out somewhere, but S.'s parents
don't even know me.  I've not yet given up though!  I'll think of
something!

On the up side, one of my best friends is moving into a house at
the end of May where a very cute 9 year old girl lives, and it's right
near my house too!  He can bet that he'll be receiving quite a few
more visits from me hehe! *begins to daydream*

* Another thing, to all those people who will misspell my name as
'Shime' -- what are you... dyslexic?  Come on!!

   [ Shorri Shummey ! ;) ]

--

'C.L Wheels' wrote :
>Maybe, just maybe she isn't ready for a guy my age to say those
>words to her. Perhaps somewhere deep inside me I know this to be
>true, and my own common sense tells me in it's silent way to keep
>quiet.

If the nature of your relationship is close, I think that telling her
would make her so happy!  Especially if she the type to not be as
accepted as she would like.  Tell her! Go on!  Who cares what
happens :)  Just phrase it in a way that, should things be
misinterpreted, can easily be explained away.

--

'Marasmus' wrote :
>This is my first post,

Nice to meet you Marasmus!

>As it is, I've been obsessed with one particular child actress for
>nearly two years now.

Mind telling who it is?  I don't have any particular favourites at the
moment; my old favourite was Michelle Trachtenberg back when
Harriet the Spy came out, but she's 13.5 now.. and way too
popular.  I am however, looking forward to seeing her in the
Inspector Gadget movie when that comes out :)

>I used to wonder why the fu*k can't i just get a girlfriend? Now i
>think of it more as an unpalatable chore to be surmounted if i
>don't want to be miserably alone for the rest of my life.

To get a girlfriend, you need to *want* a girlfriend.  Until you
actually want one, and I don't simply mean intellectually,  one
wont arise.  And if they do, they (and you) will be fighting an
uphill battle, and if there's one thing characteristic of uphill
battles, it's that they're usually lost.

Well... hasn't my post just been so uplifiting and energizing!
Sorry... I'll try to make the next one happier.

I love you all,

'Sihme'
---------------------------------------------------------------------




'Dalderious' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------------

Ianthe wrote:
>   [ Err, pure opinions can become very boring very
>     quickly.  Supportive opinions on people's
>     experiences, intermingled with (and backed up by)
>     your own expereinces, is probably more what ASGL-L is
>     (should be) about... ]

OK, I'll keep that in mind. Or at least I'll try.  Thanks
for the "heads up".

>But I experience a love for her that I have felt
>before.

Yes, commenting on my own post. Obvious mistake. That should
have read 'that I have never felt before'.

'Dalderious'
---------------------------------------------------------------------



'C.L. Wheels' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------------

'Marasmus' wrote:
>I wonder what people who know me think about me.  Sometimes I think
>some of my siblings have to know what 'my deal' is, unless they're
>really dense.  Though I've never said or done anything direct, and
>maybe never will.

Quite a lot of people know about me. Most of whom should never have
been told, but were by my step-father. (Which, by the way, has all
but ruined most of my familial ties within my mother's side of the
family.) As far as my parents are concerned, we just don't talk
about it, but I know they are concerned about me. Especially when my
elementary-school-aged siblings are around me. My step-dad is more
uptight about my contact with them than my mother is though. It has
been my experience that people who do not understand child-love or
pedophilia, whichever you want to call it, don't *want* to
understand it. Most people put us in the same category as child
molesters. I have talked with some members of my family to help them
see that I am *not* a child molester, and some have responded
favorably to that, but still don't trust me around young children.
I certainly don't go around publicly claiming my pedo-sexuality, but
I don't hide it from people who I think should know, such as other
child lovers.

>I've started doing things that probably look
>pretty peculiar, little girl wall paper on my computer and stuff
>like that.
>I let a couple of people see my
>lg wallpaper, just to see what they would say. Maybe I was hoping
>it
>would be something like "Wow! She's cute!" It was a little
>different, more like "What The Hell Is That And Why Is It On Your
>Computer?"  I changed the subject, it made my hands sweat.

I, too, have lg wallpaper and screensavers on my computer, but I
sure as hell don't let non-pedosexuals see it, for the reason you
just stated. It just causes people discomfort. I am fortunate to
have a utility that changes my wallpaper and screensavers on demand
in case I get an unexpected visitor while my computer is on. :-)

>I've started to shun adult society, which works
>pretty well. But I'm sure they're even more clueless about my
>feelings for small girls.

Well, I don't *shun* from adult society, but most of my adult
relationships are superficial at best. Adults just make me
uncomfortable. Especially intimate talk with them. By "intimate" I
don't mean sexual, I mean long drawn out involved conversations. As
far as adults being clueless about my feelings for children, I am
sure some are suspicious. However, I have rarely been called upon to
explain myself. Take for example the girls I have spoken about here
recently, 'J' and 'D'. About a month back 'J's' uncle, ('D's'
father), saw them playing with me and told them to leave me alone.
(I thought at the time he was thinking they were bothering me.) I
had a talk with him and said I don't mind playing with the girls
outside if they want to. He said it wasn't a problem with him.
*However*, since then they no longer play near my apartment. HMMM, I
wonder why! 'J' and 'D' don't even talk to me anymore. All this
makes me very sad because these are two of the nicest girls you
would ever want to meet. I have considered talking to the guy about
it, but I just don't want to start trouble. I am sure *that* would
already confirm any suspicion he may have about my feelings for
young girls. One more thing to be careful about in regards to
raising suspicion. *Never* take more than one glance of an lg's
underwear if it shows. Too many glances can, and in my case, *has*
caused suspicion with adults.

--

'Everybody needs love' wrote:
>I'm writing for the first time. I have a
>6-years old little girl friend and I love her very much. I think
>that
>it's good to start relationship to a girl when she's young. That
>ways
>you can enjoy her friendship for longer time and the relationship
>get
>stronger. My relationship with D is based on trust and friendship.

Welcome to the list my friend! I echo your statement about starting
relationships with girls when they are young. I started a friendship
with a girl of 8 years, and it lasted until she was almost 13. Trust
and friendship was a vital part of that relationship.

>It's important that girl's parent's trust you. That way you can
>spend
>more time with her.

I have to agree with you there! The reason my relationship with the
above mentioned girl lasted so long was because I got to know her
parents and was, essentially, part of the family, even though there
was an 8 year age difference between me and their daughter.

>There have been situations where D has lead me
>into sexual situation. That has been sort of difficult because I'm
>afraid of all what would happen if her parents would see me doing
>something sexual with their daughter.

Something similar happened to me  as well. I did enter into a sexual
relationship with the girl, and when her mom found out, there was
hell to pay. Her mom never trusted me again. (See my post in the May
29th issue regarding the full story.)

--

'Yuri' writes:
>If a child freely consents, and is
>able to consent, then who are we to tell them they can't?  To play
>devil's
>advocate on this point, the ability to consent requires knowledge
>and
>experience, which children do not all posess to the same degree.
>That is
>where judging a child's maturity level, and their ability to handle
>sex
>becomes so important.
>
>I would say most of us on the list are morally responsible.  The
>difference
>is we all have different morals.  I believe that any act done out
>of love,
>which respects both people, and does not hurt anyone, is not wrong.

I couldn't have said it better myself. Thank you for mirroring my
thoughts on this issue so eloquently. :-)

>An acquaintance of mine, when we were discussing the issue of age
>of consent
>once, related the story of a friend of hers, who, when she was 13,
>was
>romantically and sexually involved with a man in his early to mid
>twenties.
>Her parents and the police finally brow beat her into saying that
>he'd made
>her have sex with him.  He was tried and convicted, she was
>disconsolate.
>When he got out, she was an adult then, and they resumed their
>relationship
>and ended up getting married.  They are still happily married.

*SIGH* How I have dreamed of reuniting with my ex-lg-friend. I am
happy to hear that it worked out for them. You can't deny destiny
:-)

--

'Slider' writes:
>I wish I could invite you to my "favorite vacation spot,"
>I bet with the beauty, openness and willingness of the 11, 12
>year olds you wouldn't last 2 days and throw your
>guidelines overboard and start living and loving  :)

I'll go! Invite me! ROFL! I wish I could find a place like that. Not
that sex is at all important, just the fact that I yearn for *some*
kind of contact with lg's. Something similar to my non-sexual
relationship with 'A' from the time she was 8 until she was 11,
would be *perfect*! However, I don't think Ianthe would allow you to
post details of that vacation spot here, as it may give some aspects
of your true identity away.

   [ And, although Slider was of course not talking about "sex",
     it might contravene the new UK laws on "conspiracy to promote
     sex tourism". ]

--

Well, that's all from my side of the world. I have two girl-loving
friends I met on the Internet who are moving to my city this week.
(Both from different parts of the world.) I am anxiously awaiting
their arrival. Neither of them have any gl friends in their towns,
and neither do I. I hope these newfound friendships will blossom
into something beautiful and constructive.

'C.L. Wheels'
--------------------------------------------------------------------



'Foxxe Fire' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------------

This is only my second post, but already I'm full of big ideas. (I often go
overboard when I get into new things, so just shut me down if I start going
too far.) All this talk of putting posters up around town has got me
thinking. What if I were to write an article -- something like "The Truth
About Pedophilia" -- and see if I could gt it published in one of my
hometown newspapers. I realize it's highly unlikely that they would be willing
to publish a pro-pedo piece, but since both those newspapers have close to
900,000 subscribers each, it would be a big-time coup if they did! And even
if they didn't, my city has a lot of smaller gay-and-lesbian papers that
probably would. In any case, I would have the article itself, and could put
it on the  web, or photocopy it and paste up all over the place -- naturally,
all this would be anonymously. As Sihme said earlier this month, "There's
plenty of time and I've plenty of intent. So watch out!"

   [ How about enrolling in a Journalism summer-school, and/or taking
     a short course to help you polish up your style (which by the
     way you write, is already good) ? ]

--

On an unrelated note, I'd like to tell you all about an ongoing LG
experience of mine: I am an older high school student, and the school I
go to shares its building with a junior high. Now, before you say something
like, "How can he think he's a pedo, when he's barely older than a
kid himself?" let me tell you that I've _always_ been interested in
11 - 13 year olds, ever since I was one myself. As I grow older, I find
myself more attracted to them, not less. Anyways, back to the story:

I wear my hair in a very distinctive style. I would describe it for you,
but it's so unusual that even in a city like this, I am the only guy who
wears his hair this way (hint, think 1970s).

   [ Kojak ?! ;) ]

We're not talking like some overused punk thing here, we're talking like
_every_ day having two or three total strangers come up and say something
to me about it. I even got an offer to model in a postcard series of unique
individuals, based on my hair alone! So needless to say, it attracts a lot
of attention from girls, especially pubescent ones who aren't interested
in boys their own age anyway (something about boys developing later than
girls or some such). There are these two girls, aged 11 and 12, in particular
who really like me -- or the hair, I'm not really sure which. Anyways,
there were always coming up to me and talking to me (and touching my hair,
much to my delight), so I took to carrying [candy] around with me to give
them.

The greatest decision I ever made! Not only would these girls hug me
whenever I gave them a [candy], but because they are very popular in their
class, all their friends would copy them and run over as well. I would stand
in the middle of a group of five or six screaming, laughing 12 year olds,
passing out [candy] and getting hugged as fast as I could!

Now, if you men out there will think back to when you were 12, you'll
probably remember liking the girls, but that the girls were always very
aloof. You would end up trying to impress them by shoving each other around,
and trying to be funny by reciting annoying lines from popular TV shows.
Needless to say, this served only to annoy the girls and make them feel
harassed by a bunch of losers. Now, along I come, older, calmer, more
experienced. Instead of pulling their hair and insulting them, I'm laughing
with them and giving them candy. I guess it's the first time a boy has ever
been really nice and kind to them, and they respond well. One girl, in
particular (who also happens to be my favorite, lucky me!) seems to really
like me a lot. Even when I don't have any [candy], or have my hair in
[another style] instead of the she likes, she'll still sit next to me on the
benches in the halls and talk. She showed me some photos of her and one of
her friends, including one in which they were in bathing suits! I asked her
for a copy of that one, and she blushed in the cutest way and kind of
stammered out a refusal, but it was plain to see she was flattered by it.

Now, as the year winds down, and there are finals and end-of-the-year class
trips, and all, I can't hardly see my beloved little girls at all -- I used
to skip class just to go be with them, but if I want to graduate soon,
I can't do that at the end of the term. So now, it will be all of summer
before I can see them again. And by then, of course, they'll be older. Well,
not much older, the two I like the most will only be 12 and 13. But I was
wondering if any of you could answer a question for me: what happens when
the object of your affection gets to be 15 or 16? Does the interest fade for
you, or are you still able to see the adorable little pubescent that
attracted you in the first place? I'd really like to know what your
experience has been in this matter, because all too soon my two little
(not quite) girlfriends will be out of the age group that interests me,
and I'm hoping I can adapt and continue to like/love them. Thanks!

--

Ah, what the heck? This article is so huge anyway, what's a couple dozen
more lines? A few nights ago, a friend of mine (male friend, my age) and I
were downtown seeing a movie, when we came across a group of 16 - 18 gay
guys. Now, for most 16 - 18 year olds, they are so afraid of being
ostrasized (sp) by their peers that they hide their sexual "deviancy." I
know I do -- no one but me, and maybe that one LG -- knows that I am a pedo.
But these three guys were openly hugging each other, kissing, wearing shirts
modeled afer the 'Gap' shirt, except theirs said 'Gay' on it. Now,
admittedly, there weren't many people around at 1 in the morning to see
them, but they weren't trying to hide from the few people that were there.
To me, this is a very hopeful sign. If the most "sexually insecure" age
group can go around flaunting its "deviancy," then perhaps there is hope for
us pedos. Not so very long ago, those same three guys would have gotten beat
up by an angry mob -- now, most people just kind of slowly edged away from
them (although this might be because there is a lot of street crime downtown
at night). But I was thinking, if I knew any other pedos, I might be able to
work myself up to doing a kind of "public performance" like that. It might
do some good.

   [ Maybe you could say something to them next time you see them
     - 'you guys are cool, must take courage'... etc. ]

Anyways, sorry for the length of this post. Go ahead and tell me anything
you'd like to see appear in this maybe-article-to-be of mine -- since it's
supposed to reflect pedos' views, I'd like to hear from some actual pedos.
Until then, peace out!

--

It's 'Foxxe Fire' again, coming with another two cents to add to the
argument about child sex!

But before I do that, I'd like to ask that we lay off guys like Braveheart
-- all he's doing is sticking up for what he thinks is right. Who are we to
try and stop him? I mean, I would think that pedophiles, of all people,
would be reluctant to impose their morals on someone else! Let the man have
his say, then go ahead and say your line. Don't bother quoting him and all
that; it just leads to bitterness. In fact, don't even mention his name at
all, just say that you'd like to comment on child sex, and then do so. When
it gets personal, it gets ugly. This is my new internet debate motto. Now,
on with what I had to say. (Yes, I realize that I said not to try and make
others act like you, and then turned around and told you all how I think you
should structure your arguments. But that's different, because
it.. uh... it... well... I'd better stop before I confuse myself -- but you
know what I mean! Play nice!)

I honestly don't think there's any problem with having sex with children.
Well, actually, I'd better rephrase that. I don't think there's anything
wrong with sexual activity with child (petting, kissing, rubbing, making
out). That stuff is fine -- and fun! Sexual INTERCOURSE is a little
trickier, and it's more of a judgement call. There ARE times when even
consensual sex is harmful. Now, of course, you have to play each situation
by ear, but here are my general guidelines:

A) She has to ask. ALL the initiative has to come from her. You cannot, in
my opinion, even try to encourage her to have sex, or even say things like,
"If you'd ever like to try sex, I'm there for you." I think comments like
that can push a girl into doing something she wouldn't otherwise do, because
she wants to please you. Remember, younger girls look up to you, and can
interpret your slightest suggestion as a command.

B) She has to know the consequences. This mainly applied to girls 8 and
under; older ones usually already know. I don't mean like "you might get a
disease" or "you might get pregnant." I mean she has to know that a lot of
people would be very angry if they found out, and would put her into
"therapy" in which they'd try to convince her that what the two of you did
was evil. This should not take the form of a threat ("keep this secret, or
you're busted!"), rather, it should be a straighforward statement of
possible problems. Let the girl decide if it's worth the risk.

C) You can't try to protect yourself. Don't try to cover your own butt by
swearing her to secrecy and saying "I'm taking a big risk in doing this
with, and if you tell ANYONE, I'll be in serious trouble." All this does is
place a huge burden on a growing child -- and that's where the abuse comes
from. Not from having sex, but from forcing her to cover it up under dire
threats. Now, I'm not saying you should advocate bragging to her friends and
family about her relationship with you. Tell her it's a very special thing
that two people share between themselves, and let it go at that. It's
cowardly to make her responsible for your safety. Your actions have
consequences, and while no one wants to get caught, it is unfair (and
unmanly) to make HER feel guilty if YOU get in trouble. In my opinion, if
she's not old enough to know what's appropriate to tell her parents and
what's not, then she's probably not old enough to be having sex. It's a
maturity thing. I know seven year olds who would know enough not to have to
be threatened in order to keep quiet a sexual relationship. And I know
eleven year olds who wouldn't. If you feel any concerns about safety, it's
better to hold off than to place these concerns on her shoulders -- love is
about caring and protecting, not doing what's best for you! That's it. As
long as she asks, knows the consequences, and you aren't acting like some
sneaky wuss, go ahead and take her! And have fun with it!

Well, that's all, and as usual, I see my post has run to excessive length.
Ah, well. Oh, one more thing! Ianthe, if you could site the articles from
which your press cuttings are taken, that would be nice.

   [ Nice for the copyright lawyers too ;) ]

Right now, I don't know whether to credit what I read or not. Thanks!

   [ All articles are taken from legitimate newspapers and online
     news sources.  Where something comes from the web or a chat
     board like BoyChat, I say so. I can let people have the
     source of particular articles if they ask me. ]

--

Man, I just CAN'T let this post end! :-)

Peace to you all!

"Ain't nothing gonna stop me!
Ain't nothing gonna hold me down!
Ain't nothing gonna break my pride!
Ain't nothing gonna hold  me  down!" Yea!

'Foxxe Fire'
--------------------------------------------------------------------



'Bandersnatch' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

'Greengrass' wrote (on 10th May 1999 (1)):
>Greetings all. This is my first post.

Welcome :)

I'm sorry that none of us has responded to you so far; you posted
in the middle of the 'Braveheart' flaming session :(

>I am looking for some support/advice on facing child pornograhy
>accusation (under the Protection of Children Act in the UK). I
>was raided last year and am due to be interviewed by the police
>shortly about this (the legal wheels move slowly).

You have all my sympathy in the face of irrational legislation.
(I'm from the UK myself.)

>Does any one
>have any ideas or advice on how to approach this?

I don't have any experience of this fortunately (for me). I'm sure that
there must be other List subscribers who do, and who might be able to
provide support.

>I am facing a
>great social and personal difficulty over this - have lost most
>of my friends, job, position, girlfriend... I could write more
>but I don't want to bore people with my first post.

I would be interested to hear more, if you can give any information
without exposing yourself. From a practical point of view it would be
useful to know how you were 'found out' so that we can avoid anything
similar. This is information that is hard to come by - except in high
profile cases such as Gary Glitter.

'Bandersnatch'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Ian' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

'Marasmus' wrote:
>.  As it is, I've been
>  obsessed with one particular child actress for nearly two years now.

Is it Amanda Bynes by any chance??

--

EVERYONE PLEASE READ THIS: Opening thought: I recently read into a new book
out on the real activities of the CIA including security as well as drug
dealing and spying on US citizens and lying etc.

A GREAT IDEA was brought up I thought important for EVERYone to realize!

Take a frog that is dumped into boiling water; it urgently struggles
for life to exit! If placed into warm water it resides there comfortably;
when the temperature rises to a boil it slowly it adapts, but too far
and doesn't realize the need for desperate action and remains to die
there! This is a metaphor for a technique used to effectively take
over a culture or nation!! Remember Hitler's rise to power? Over the
last few thousand years this is what has occured (especially by religion,
and also by people interested in self-gain i.e. politicians etc) to
unnecessarily over-restrict societies throughout the world to create the
damn dilema that society as a whole and ESPecially p&dos have to now face
and fight!!!

Please read underground and alternative press and learn REALITY - what
is really going on around the world. No doubt you will be surprised,
shocked, better educated, and have more valuable assets as a result
especially when you use them to better the bullshit society that now
exists most everywhere!

   [ Thanks for raising the subject.  Just today I got this inspiring
     Zapatista communique, which I hope people don't mind me sharing
     here:

 Zapatista Army of National Liberation - Mexico, June of 1999
 To the peoples in struggle against the war:
 To Social Europe:
 To the men and women who are saying "No!":

 Brothers and Sisters:

 Greetings to all from the zapatistas of Mexico.  All over the world
 different mobilizations and activities are being carried out at this time
 against the war that money has sown in the heart of Europe:  the war in
 Kosovo.

 In this war, the great Power has set itself to making all of us take part:
 either we support Milosevic's "ethnic cleansing" war or we support NATO's
 "humanitarian" war.

 This is the great alchemy of money, to offer us the option of choosing
 between two wars, not between peace and war.

 On the shelves of the globalized market, the Powers are offering humanity
 only different versions of the same war:  they come in all colors, flavors,
 sizes and shapes.  They are for all tastes and all pocket books.  There is
 only one thing that makes them the same, the results.  Always destruction,
 always anguish, always death.  And death, anguish and destruction are
 always for the other, for the different, for that which is unnecessary, for
 that which is in the way, for that which is below.

 And, even within the mercantile logic of the merchants of death,
 neo-liberalism wants to offer us a fraud:  the war that is supposedly going
 to avoid more deaths, has done nothing but multiply them;  the war that
 should be holding back the possibility of the conflict expanding to other
 regions, has assured that the conflagration will now spread beyond its
 original geographical limit; the "intelligent" war has done nothing but
 demonstrate the great destructive capacity of stupidity;  the war of "good
 faith" has re-defined human life: its loss is now counted as "collateral
 damage."

 It is a lie.

 It is not true that we have to take part in this lethal market.

 It is not true that there are only options between different kinds of war.

 It is not true that we must take part on the side of one or another
 stupidity.

 It is not true that we must renounce intelligence and humanity.

 Nothing can legitimize Milosevic's ethnic war.  Nothing can legitimize
 NATO's "humanitarian" war.

 The trap is there, but there are more and more who are refusing to fall
 into it and who are saying "No!" to the war in the Balkans.

 In Kosovo, it is not just the existence and resistance of Social Europe
 that is at stake in the face of the Europe of Money;  at stake is not just
 accepting or not the de facto power of the new global police, the new
 clothing with which the Pentagon is dressing their troops.

 Also at stake is the possibility of recognizing the other, the different,
 in a way that he is not dead, imprisoned, humiliated, subjugated,
 persecuted, forgotten.

 We will not fall into the trap, we will not allow the loss of humanity to
 pass into history in the category of "collateral damages," and to allow
 cynicism and conformity to be the triumphant generals of the European war.

 Despite all the power of money, despite all the arms, despite all the
 arbitrary acts, despite all the attempts at hegemony and homogenization,
 despite all the traps, we still have the right to say  "NO!"

 And that is what we raise today.  A world-wide "NO!" to the lie that feigns
 truths in the skies and the grounds of Kosovo.  NO to the destruction of
 the different.

 NO to the death of intelligence.  NO to cynicism.  NO to indifference.  NO
 to having to choose between criminals who are more or less bloodthirsty,
 more or less perverse, more or less powerful.

 If we do not say "NO!" to Kosovo today, tomorrow we will be saying "YES!"
 to the horrors that money is now concocting all over the world.

 Another, different world is possible than this violent supermarket that
 neo-liberalism is selling us.  Another world is possible, where the option
 is between war and peace, between memory and forgetting, between hope and
 resignation, between the gray and the rainbow.  A world where many worlds
 fit is possible.  It is possible for an imperfect "Yes!', unfinished and
 incomplete, to be born from a "NO!", a "Yes!" that gives humanity back the
 hope of rebuilding, every day, the complex bridge that joins thought and
 feeling.

 This is what we zapatistas are saying:  "NO!"

 Viva life!  Death to death!

  From the mountains of the Mexican Southeast.
  Subcomandante insurgente Marcos.
  Mexico, June of 1999.

  http://www.ainfos.ca/org

ends

  ... of course, not all alternative press stuff is so cool - there's
  a lot of paranoid conspiracy theory nutters who think "the moon
  has been replaced by a hollow replica spaceship full of hostile
  alien clones of satanic world leaders", etc... :(]

--

'Slider' wrote:
> President Clinton's new crime bill makes it illegal for a
> U.S. citizen to have sex with someone under age 18 while visiting
> a foreign country. It doesn't matter if the age of consent in the
> other country is lower than 18.

'Blue Seal' responded:
>The US are trying to extend their laws outside
>their own borders, something which is illegal under international   law.
>It violates the prime principal of law

>Let's change the text a bit, and see if this would hold up in court:
>  President Clinton's new crime bill makes it illegal for a
>  U.S. citizen to drive faster then 55 miles per hour while visiting
>  a foreign country.  Speed limits worldwide for
>  highways vary from none (Germany) to 45 mph. The penalty for
>  violating the new law is up to 1 year in prison and the driver
>  licence being revoked.

Very Nice thought you have!!; we need to have more intelligent people on our
side use their knowledge to educate and influence the brainwashed masses!!
Keep it up all!!

Keep the ideas and communication open, and be open minded. We can only
gain from pooling our resources!!

I love you all :)

'Ian'
-----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Sticky Rick' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------------

There used to be an incest discussion forum not long ago and there was
heavy debate within that forum about pedophilia. Some people thought
it was wrong and would even quote passages from the bible IN ALL
CAPITALS AND GET RIGHT IN YOUR FACE CALLING PEOPLE SLIME AND FILTH.

And there were quite a few people that felt that pedophilia is "right".

And then there were some people who were down the middle somewhere
who would usually say that pedophilia is okay if it is within the
family because then it is based on the unconditional love for their
child and not simply the age of the child. (Remember, this was an
incest forum.)

One of their best arguments for why pedophilia is wrong was that
pedophiles lose interest in the child once she has become grown up. It
seems to me, they think that pedophiles "dump" children when they
reach maturity, in turn leaving the child feeling abandoned and used.
I wonder how often this kind of thing really happens? How would
everybody here react if one day they found they were no longer
attracted to their now-grown-up young lovers?

Let me start off by answering the question myself. I don't fuc*ing
know what I'd do! What an akward position to be in! I find it very
hard to say what I'd do. I can imagine though, that most girls might
want to experience new things and date other people anyway, once
they've reached an age where they can do those things. So I think this
kind of problem is relatively unusual. I'd like to know what you
people think.

--

To 'Slider':

Hello! It's wonderful to read your posts. I'd like to know where your
favorite vacation spot is! (As long as we are not discussing "places
to find children for sex" this is okay isn't it? I am not interested
in breaking the law.)

--

'Braveheart' wrote:
>You know when you connect eyes with a woman, there is something
>there.....a
>connection, an unspoken word between you. Your eyes linger on
>eachother for a
>time, seeing eachother's attraction.

This doesn't happen to me with women! Sorry! But I know what you're
talking about because for me this happens with little girls sometimes.

>Now, what happens when you do this with a little girl?

I get turned on! I fall in love!

>She'll look away, and back, wondering why you are staring.

No. It's like you said, "Your eyes linger on eachother for a time,
seeing eachother's attraction."

>Her eyes will not stay on yours, because in a child's world, there is
>no need to
>look at something for that long of a time. That is innocence.

Now tell me that again? There is no need to look at something for that
long of a time? Let's just say for sake of argument, that were true.
Take into consideration that children are always doing things they
don't need to do, but WANT to do.

When I was 16 I was sitting at the kitchen table with my aunt and my
grandmother who were engaged in conversation. My little cousin was
also sitting with us. Suddenly, I felt something soft rubbing up
against my leg. I was surprised and I looked over at my 5-year-old
cousin. She was staring at me in a way that surprised me while she
rubbed her soft foot up and down against my leg under the table. I was
the one who looked away and looked back again wondering why her eyes
were fixed on me.

Sometimes I get that look-away, look-back reaction from little girls.
They'll look like they are a little confused as to why I am paying
attention to them. But then there are countless children who suddenly
smile when they see me looking at them. It's like a kind of bonding.
Different children react differently to receiving attention. And there
have even been a few little girls who have returned sexy seductive
looks. Whoa, what a turn on that is!

'Sticky Rick'
---------------------------------------------------------------------





ends
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   [ Press-cuttings round-up ]

* UK: _Children becoming 'softies' as red tape halts adventure_
* USA: _Sex suit filed against second-grader_
* Phillipines: _Death-row Briton fights Filipino sex charge in UN_
* USA: _New APA study - the truth about lying?_
* USA: _Children's Bodies: What Are We Afraid Of?_
* UK: _Prisons crackdown on paedophile rings_
* UK: _Claims of prison brutality increase_
* UK: _U.K. Crypto Policy May Have Hidden Agenda_
+ two booknotes



UK:
-------------------------------------------------------------

31st May 1999

_Children becoming 'softies' as red tape halts adventure_

BRITISH schoolchildren are growing into a generation of
"softies" because risk assessment, blame culture and
cautious licensing authorities are preventing schools and
youth organisations from arranging field trips and
expeditions.

 Alarmed by a steep decline in outdoor trips undertaken by
schools and colleges, the Royal Geographical Society
convened a special meeting for expedition leaders, teachers
and parents.

 Delegates, surrounded by the busts and records of Scott,
Livingstone, Shackleton and Hillary, claimed that Britain's
reputation for pioneering exploration was in danger.
Youngsters are cosseted from any risk of accident and
schools are fearful of instigating trips beyond their own
gates.

 Sir Martin Holdgate, RGS chairman, said blame culture and
an eagerness for litigation had trickled down to the
children themselves. "Were Captain Scott's last Antarctic
expedition held today, no doubt it would be condemned as a
disaster," he said. "The media would demand a public
inquiry and the relatives of the survivors would be urged
to sue the Royal Geographical Society. The statement, 'we
took risks; we knew we took them; things have come against
us and therefore we have no cause for complaint', would be
castigated as an admission of liability rather than a
heroic declaration that moved people around the world to
admiration."

 Sir Martin was backed by the adventurer David
Hempleman-Adams, the first to climb the highest mountains
in seven continents and reach four Poles. He said: "We are
becoming a society of softies. It is a crazy reflection of
our times that we are surrounding our children in cotton
wool... they will not be able to cope with risk when
they encounter it as adults."

 Tony Escritt, of Harrow School, said teachers there no
longer risked taking pupils on challenging trips. Because
of a previous accident, unrelated to Harrow, at Lulworth
Cove, Dorset, they had stopped taking pupils to the area.
"In my 40 years of field work and leading expeditions, I
have never felt so constrained by red tape and
restrictions," he added. "We have been given rope to hang
ourselves." Following the Lyme Bay disaster of 1993, in
which four sixth-formers died, John Patten, then Education
Secretary, introduced new regulations.

 The National Union of Teachers advised its members to
boycott trips where pupils' safety was not guaranteed.
Teachers at the RGS meeting disclosed that new regulations
have led to unnecessary risk assessments and a "blame
culture" in which they are constantly under threat of
parental lawsuits in the event of an accident.

 Some local authorities, such as Harrow, remove the element
of choice from their schools by taking out a new type of
insurance policy to provide blanket cover. "It applies to
all approved journeys from a secondary school going abroad
to a primary school class crossing the road to go to the
library," said David Ward, risk and insurance manager for
the London borough of Harrow.

 Other delegates spoke of their problems. One said a trip
to Holland was cancelled because the 3ft water of the
Polders was not deep enough to comply with capsize
regulations. Another said a party of sixth-formers visiting
Uganda cancelled a mountain climb because there wasn't a
European-standard hospital within 24-hours' march.

 One teacher had to fill out a four-page risk assessment
form before taking pupils to a local shopping centre. Dr
Alan Dykes of Huddersfield University said: "We are in a
crazy position where these safety issues seem to be getting
in the way of field work to the extent that heads of
department are trying to cut field work from geography
degree courses."

 Other delegates said the cautious attitude of authorities
could incite teenagers to underestimate dangerous pursuits
and to seek thrills in more hazardous activities.

 Alasdair Kennedy, of the Young Explorer's Trust, said that
in his 30 years as a teacher in Liverpool, 10 of his pupils
had died taking risks but none was on an expedition or
field study. Most, he said, were killed in schoolboy dares
and misadventures.

-------------------------------------------------------------




USA:
-------------------------------------------------------------

_Sex suit filed against second-grader_

"Nasty" things supposedly were happening in a girls'
bathroom at the Francis D. Pastorius elementary school in
Germantown, according to a new lawsuit.

Yet school officials allegedly failed to investigate.

And when a second-grade girl reported being sexually
molested by another second-grade girl last Sept. 18, school
officials left her in harm's way, the lawsuit contends.

Lawyers for the now 7-year-old alleged victim sued the
School District in federal court on Thursday for more
than $300,000 -- days after the U.S. Supreme Court gave
the green light to such sexual harassment cases.

The alleged molester was suspended for five days for the
sexual incident but was allowed to return to school, where
she allegedly "violently assaulted" the same victim the
following month by kicking her during a reading class.

The victim's mother recently pulled her out of the school
and hopes to get her into a public school in Allentown,
where her father lives.

The names of the girls have been withheld by the Daily
News. A school district spokesman declined to comment.

-----------------------------------------------------------



Phillipines:
-----------------------------------------------------------

June 6 1999

_Death-row Briton fights Filipino rape charge in UN_

  LAWYERS fighting to save the life of Albert Wilson, a
Londoner sentenced to die by lethal injection in the
Philippines for raping a 12-year-old girl, claim to have
found serious legal flaws in the case against him.

They believe Wilson, 48, is innocent of the crime and have
asked the British government to step up its efforts to
secure protection for him inside the country's most
dangerous jail while an appeal is heard by the Supreme
Court. If it fails, they are planning to take his case to
the United Nations human rights committee in Geneva.
Andrew McCooey, a British lawyer, flew home from Manila
last week after helping to draft the appeal against
Wilson's conviction last October for the rape in 1996 of
Veronica Pasco y Delistan, the daughter of his live-in
Filipina girlfriend.

"I am fully persuaded, having looked thoroughly into the
evidence, that the case against him is wholly discredited
and that for any person to convict under that evidence
would be irrational and perverse," he said. McCooey was
acting on behalf of Freedom Now, which represents people it
has chosen as specially deserving of help among British
citizens facing serious criminal charges overseas.

Lodging notice of an application to have the case heard in
Geneva would be sufficient to prevent the execution from
going ahead immediately because the Philippines is a
signatory to the International Covenant on Civil and
Political Rights, which binds it to observe the procedures
of the human rights committee. "It means that the Supreme
Court will know that its decision will be subject to review
in an international forum and the country's reputation will
be at stake," McCooey said.

Wilson is among more than 700 convicted men and women
awaiting death after the Philippines resumed capital
punishment this year. The first man executed, Leo
Echegaray, was also convicted of child rape and three more
rapists' death sentences have been confirmed in the past
few days.

The defence lawyers have identified nine instances where
they say the trial judge, Adriano Osorio, erred in reaching
a decision to convict, according to a draft of the appeal
seen by The Sunday Times.

The document reveals that the girl initially filed a
complaint only of attempted rape against Wilson when she
went to the police on September 16, 1996, accompanied by
her father, Pio Pasco, the estranged husband of Wilson's
girlfriend Victoria Delistan.

But she changed her story and swore a second statement
alleging consummated rape after she was told that Wilson
would get bail on the lesser charge. The girl also gave
conflicting accounts of the alleged assault.

The defence has focused on medical evidence given by the
prosecution's forensic witness, Dr Rosaline Cosidon, who
testified that an examination of the girl less than 24
hours after the event showed no signs of assault and no
traces of seminal fluid.

According to a transcript of Wilson's trial, the doctor
stated she had not determined that a rape had happened. The
judge ignored these findings, however, and also dismissed
testimony by the victim's brother, Pio Pasco Jr, 15 at the
time of the incident, who told the court he had come home
early from school and had been playing in the house at the
time of the alleged assault but had not seen or heard
anything.

The girl's mother, Victoria, who stated that the rape never
took place, has since gone into hiding after receiving
threats.

The appeal concludes by claiming the girl made up the
allegations after a series of domestic rows with Wilson and
his girlfriend, having earlier made similar accusations
that she admitted to be false. It also alleges that the
girl's father encouraged her to fabricate the case after
failing to extort money from Wilson.

-----------------------------------------------------------



USA: implications for false allegations ?
-----------------------------------------------------------

June 99

_Study uncovers the truth about lying_

One in 10 people who lie convince themselves that they are
telling the truth, raising fears that some people are
immune to lie detector tests and do not show the tell-tale
signs of a liar.

In two studies of 140 people, Dr Danielle Polage from the
University of Washington has shown that people who have a
good imagination can convince themselves, after they have
been told to lie, that they are telling the truth.

The findings, presented at the American Psychological
Society annual conference in Denver, Colorado, show that
for the majority of people, lying about an event
strengthened their memory of the truth. However 10 per cent
came to believe that the lied-about event was true and
subsequently denied they were lying.

"Lying is a form of imagination in which someone creates an
alternative reality," said Dr Polage. "For some people the
lie becomes so incorporated into their memory that they
believe the lie.

"People who make false confessions because they are tired
or think they will get off more lightly, live with the lie
for a period of time and have to repeat it. These finding
show that for a significant proportion of people the lie
becomes reality."

People who repeatedly lie about an event, and are then
faced with facts that prove they are lying, cannot admit it
because they believe their version of events. These people
will not display any of the body or facial movements that
can betray a liar.

Participants in the study were asked to fill in lifestyle
questionnaires. They were asked whether they had ever been
lost in a public place, approached by a scary stranger in a
park, or bullied before they were 10 years old.

A week later they were told to make up a story that would
allow them to answer 'yes' to an event they said had not
happened to them. Two weeks later they told their story to
a researcher, who asked them detailed questions. They
filled in the questionnaires again one week and five weeks
later.

Fifty-five per cent had become more confident in the truth
of their initial answers, 28 per cent remained the same and
25 per cent were influenced by their own lies. Ten per cent
became completely convinced that their lied-about event was
true.

"Time had no impact on their lied-about event. In each
study, one in ten people were absolutely convinced that
their lies were true," said Dr Polage.

-----------------------------------------------------------



USA:
-----------------------------------------------------------

_Children's Bodies: What Are We Afraid Of?_

_Censorship News_ Spring 1999

At an NCAC panel in New York, author and critic Judith
Levine, artist and writer Barbara Pollack, and clinical
psychologist and professor Leonore Tiefer explored some of
the tensions and contradictions in adult responses to
children's sexuality and the ways in which these responses
are socially constructed. Levine called the notion of
children as innocent and passive, yet at the same time
sexually desirable, a nineteenth century creation, and
discussed the historical context for current social and
political conflicts centering on children's bodies. Today,
the visual depiction of young bodies has become a viable
marketing device, but, as Pollack emphasized, in the
context of private, non-commercial expression, these same
images are flashpoints for censorship. Yet, according to
Tiefer there is no objective evidence that such images spur
sexual abuse of children or that all sexual experiences in
childhood are necessarily harmful. Indeed, Tiefer noted,
the same anxieties and assumptions that underlie censorship
have inhibited meaningful research on children's sexuality.

------------------------------------------------------------



UK:
------------------------------------------------------------

_Prisons crackdown on paedophile rings_

 Prison authorities in England and Wales have been told to
take steps to try to prevent paedophiles who are in custody
from setting up "sex rings".

 Governors in England and Wales were issued with new
guidelines in May. The first rule laid down was that
children would be allowed to visit only close relatives.

 Governors have been told that closer attention has to be
paid to addresses on outgoing mail, without actually
breaking the law by opening letters, and soon smart
telephone cards will be introduced which will allow calls
to be made only to authorised numbers.

 In Scottish prisons, they are known as "beasts". In
England and Wales they are "nonces". Considered the lowest
of the low, they are segregated in prison for their own
protection.

 In Scotland, the authorities reckon they are on top of the
situation. Currently, around 300 sexual offenders serving
four years or more are held in Peterhead Prison. No
distinction is made between rapists and paedophiles.

 A handful of others are being held in local prisons such
as Barlinnie, Perth, Shotts, and Saughton, some of them
awaiting transfer to Peterhead.

 Some years ago all letters from prison were censored.
European rules now forbid this except in the case of
Category "A" prisoners. Similarly all inmates are allowed
to make telephone calls to the outside.

 These European rules make it easier for the abusers to
maintain links with their fellows on the outside, prison
staff complain.

------------------------------------------------------------


UK:
------------------------------------------------------------

June 99

_Claims of prison brutality increase_

POLICE ARE investigating allegations of brutality by staff
at two more prisons as the head of the prison service warns
officers that he will not tolerate the abuse of prisoners.

The new police inquiries follow a year-long criminal
investigation into allegations of beatings, torture and
racism at Wormwood Scrubs in London.

The new allegations involve officers working at Wandsworth
prison in south London, and at one of the Prison Service's
six high-security dispersal prisons. The Metropolitan Police
are investigating claims by two prisoners that they were
assaulted by prison officers at Wandsworth.

Daniel Machover, a solicitor with the London firm Hickman
and Rose, said: "This firm has received allegations of
brutality by prison officers against prisoners at a number
of other prisons."

------------------------------------------------------------

  [ See the Fresh Petals news page for background
    information on this. ]



UK crypto news:
-----------------------------------------------------------

June 3, 1999

_U.K. Crypto Policy May Have Hidden Agenda_

Despite its abandonment of key escrow, the U.K. could be
counting on the ignorance of new Internet users to provide
law enforcement easy access to private communications,
according to privacy campaigners.

Following a meeting in London on Wednesday, where ISPs
drafted a code of practice for protecting user privacy, ISP
and civil liberties groups both derided British and
European Union attempts to regulate the use of encryption,
caching and unsolicited email.

ISP organizations, such as the London Internet Exchange --
or LINX -- described government policy as "extremely
stupid," "misguided" and "infeasible." But some said they
found it hard to believe incompetence was behind it.

LINX chairman Keith Mitchell said the latest version of
proposed legislation regarding law enforcement access to
encrypted email and computer files was based on a
"misguided conception" that ISPs would provide users with
encryption.

A senior government official said last week the government
expected most warrants demanding keys to encrypted material
would be served on internet service providers.

"The only encryption of any use on the Internet is
end-to-end. The keys are generated between the users. All
the ISP is going to see is an encrypted data stream,"
Mitchell said.

"I still don't know a single Home Office employee that has
an email address," he said. But of the encryption warrant
policy, he said the government "either doesn't understand
or is deliberately misunderstanding."

"I think they are deliberate," said Yaman Akdeniz of
Cyber-Rights &Cyber-Liberties. "They don't want to give
away what they want to do." He said there was a lot of
pressure on lawmakers from the National Criminal
Intelligence Service, which wanted easy access.

"The Home Office believes users will go to [third parties],
like the Post Office, to get keys," said Nicholas Bohm,
spokesman for the Foundation for Information Policy
Research. "They should not be promoting a policy where
private keys are generated by anybody but the user."

He, along with Akdeniz, said it was possible the government
was planning to create a new market, favorable to easy law
enforcement access, where new Internet users -- unaware of
the tradition of free user-to-user encryption -- would go
to "trusted third parties" for encryption services because
they were endorsed by the government as safe. "If these new
services are there, many people will use them," Akdeniz
said.

-----------------------------------------------------------

  [ So there you are, boy and girls - don't get your private
    crypto keys from the Post Office.  Laughable that they
    could even imagine we would, isn't it?!  I guess when
    they hear about the new triple-key steganography they
    are going to be very happy bunnies! (not) :)

    Though, having read the Cabinet Office's _Encryption
    and Law Enforcement_ briefing paper, in my opinion,
    policy leans toward an abyss of utter incompetence,
    rather than conspiracy :) ]




Booknote:
------------------------------------------------------------

6th June 99

A racy life of Byron claims he was a paedophile and closet
homosexual. It is a gripping account, says _MIRANDA
SEYMOUR_, but needs more evidence.

_Madder and badder ?_

Making a reputation is easier than reshaping one,
especially when the person concerned has been dwarfed by
his own myth, as had happened with Byron. Few, with the
exception of the Greeks, have ever been able to take him
seriously as a military hero. Byron the libertine has
always been more convincing, although the biographers of 20
years ago were less keen than Benita Eisler in _Byron:
Child of Passion, Fool of Fame_ (H Hamilton 25 UKP) on the
notion of a writer whose penis was readier than his pen.

Wit has never been much in evidence among Byron's admirers.
It was the poet's bad luck to be a funny man who spent his
last years among men who had either no sense of humour or
were determined to outshine him. Who but his cheerful, dull
friend Edward Williams could have imagined Byron was being
serious when he loudly asked Shelley what the rubbish was
that he was reciting at dinner. (Oh horror! that he should
not have recognised his own Childe Harold! noted the
shocked Williams, missing the mockery.) Who but Shelley
could have written those long, painfully sincere letters to
Byron, begging him to lay off depravity and devote himself
to saving the world?

Byron's most recent biographers are of the poker-faced
school. They would, I can't help feeling, prefer a day with
the poet's wife, his half-sister or even Williams to an
hour of his mercurial company. Meeting him could only be a
disappointment for Eisler, who believes that Byron's poetry
was a lightly veiled form of autobiography, and uses it to
keep a bad - even by Lady Caroline Lamb's standards - man
down.

Here is an example of Eisler's interpretative approach.
Byron is 18. He has arrived in London. Shortly after doing
so, he writes a poem about a youth called Daematas, "a
slave to every vicious joy,/From every sense of shame and
virtue wean'd,/In lies adept, in deceit a fiend". There is
more of the same; there is no bottom to the sinks of
iniquity into which young Daematas has been plunging. Now
he has had enough and "pall'd with vice, he breaks his
former chain". Any teenager who ever kept a diary or wrote
bad poems will recognise the genre. But Eisler is convinced
that Byron is setting down his own experiences. "Vice," she
primly comments in response to Daematas's resolutions for
self-improvement, "may indeed have begun to pall."

Phyllis Grosskurth, whose life of Byron was published last
year, shared Eisler's readiness to believe that Byron on
paper and Byron in life were one and the same. But Eisler,
who has produced by far the better book, goes much further.
At her best, she is superb. Few writers on Byron have given
us the settings of a memorable life in more evocative
prose. Eisler is magnificent in her description of his
vulgar, vastly overpriced refurbishment of Newstead Abbey -
the skulls perched on spindly flower stands, the bed
quivering with tassels and topped by a coronet woven in
yellow silk. (There are moments when Byron and Elvis
Presley don't seem a hundred miles apart; Byron, too, had
more talent than taste.)

Locations are Eisler's speciality. Venice in the last
stages of decadence is memorable, a ravaged dowager of a
city; Melbourne House (now the Scottish Record Office) has
never seemed more aflame with intrigue and treachery. Her
description of Byron limping past the parlour of Lady
Melbourne, "the Spider", climbing towards Caroline Lamb's
tiny bedroom at the top of the winding stairs, is unlikely
to be bettered. Perceptive insights abound. A gruesome
episode in Don Juan is shrewdly connected to the shipwreck
of Byron's grandfather, when only the skin and paws of his
deceased pet kept him alive. An early poem is quoted to
show that, long before Byron acquired the cynicism and
versatility required for his masterpiece, he had found his
chatty, mocking narrative voice. His early political
ambitions are astutely assessed and ridiculed. Eisler is at
pains to show that Byron hoped to draw interest to his
poetry by his speeches - and that his chosen mentor, Lord
Holland, while publicly flattering, privately condemned the
young peer as a theatrical windbag.

Despite its considerable merits, this is not a biography
that should form any reader's first impression of Byron.
(His letters and journal fragments still tell us more than
the biographers have ever managed). Putting aside the
number of silly errors (Mary Shelley was not 19 but 16 when
she eloped, to name one), Eisler has a worrying readiness
to believe the worst, and to add a dollop more. Lord Grey
de Ruthyn is usually supposed to have shocked Byron by a
homosexual overture when he was still a boy. In Eisler's
account, Byron's shock derives from the strength of his own
homosexual feelings. References to his boxing coach as
"Master" support hints at another homosexual connection.
Many, many lie ahead.

The picture does not lighten. Busily establishing Byron's
role as a paedophile - a surprising new theory that Eisler
makes almost plausible - she takes quips about his mistress
Lady Oxford's 11-year-old daughter in deadly earnest.
Mulling over the unholy alliance of Byron's half-sister
Augusta and his wife Annabella after he left England, she
is ready to swallow every extravagant word that either of
them said about Byron's behaviour during his marriage.
Further, she suggests that Annabella may have been as much
under Augusta's spell as Byron himself; a lesbian
relationship is not ruled out. And yet, as Eisler surely
knows, Annabella's version of a nightmare husband, as ready
to rape a weeping pregnant wife as to bury a bullet in her
stomach, remains bafflingly at odds with the accounts of
anybody who was not closely connected to her household.

Eisler's claims are large and damaging. They are not always
easy to confirm. Can she really believe that Byron, eager
to take lessons from de Sade on how to torment his wife,
sent his half-sister off to a fashionable London library to
request the marquis's works? Or that Augusta, goose though
she sometimes was, would have agreed to do this? Where did
Eisler find proof? She doesn't say. Isn't it easier to
recognise that Annabella, spurred on by her mother, was
ready to say anything that could prevent Byron being given
custody of their child? The law was against her; a man was
required to seem very monstrous for the courts to find in
favour of his wife.

Another, more intriguing Byron has slipped out of Eisler's
sight. She gives us the publicity-seeker, the rake who
called himself "a votary of Licentiousness and the disciple
of Infidelity". Missing is the man who read Augusta's bible
every day and who wrote, rather wistfully, in his 1821
journal, that the immortality of the soul is said to be a
"*grand peut-etre* - but still it is a grand one".

------------------------------------------------------------



Booknote from BoyChat:
------------------------------------------------------------

_NEW BOOK analyzes American hysterias_

June 01, 1999

 There is a new book out entitled "The Culture of Fear",
with the subtitle "Why Americans Are Afraid of the Wrong
Things: The Internet, Child Abduction, Baby-Killing
Mothers, Mutant Microbes, Plane Crashes, Road Rage, etc."
It is written by Barry Glassner, Professor of Sociology at
the University of Southern California. He lists all the
things Americans are worried about, or are bieng driven
crazy about by the media. In a chapter entitled "Crime in
the News", he spends nine pages describing the media
hysteria over pedophilia.

In describing the Internet, he shows how the media and
politicians have created a non-existant terror to children
in relation to it. In a chapter titled "Crime in the News",
he says "With few cases of youngsters having been
photographed or attacked by people who located them
on-line, fear mongers found it more convenient simply to
presume that 'as the number of children who use the
Internet continues to boom...pornography and pedophilia
grow along with it' (New York Times). Reporters portrayed
the inhabitants of cyberspace, children and adults alike,
in somewhat contadictory ways. About the kids they said, on
the one hand, 'Internet-savvy children can also easily
access on-line pornography' (New York Times). On the other
hand, reporters depicted computer-proficient kids as
precisely the OPPOSITE of saavy. They described them as
defenseless against pedophiles and child pornographers in
cyberspace. 'Depraved people are reaching right into your
home and touching your child', Hugh Downs told viewers of
ABC's '20/20.'"

He describes the various panics that the media have created
since the '70's. In the early '70's, there was a panic
about poisoned candy that children were supposedly
receiving on Haloween, even though there were, in fact NO
CASES AT ALL where strangers had deliberately poisoned
children. In only two cases, did a child actually die. The
first,where a father had poisoned his son in order to
collect insurance money, and another, where a 5 year old
boy had eaten and died from heroin he found at his uncles,
with the parents subsequently sprinkling more heroin on the
boy's Haloween candy, and trying to convince police about
it's cause. Yet the public was panicked throughout the
'70's about poisoned Haloween candy from strangers in the
media.

From there, he goes into the initial panic over KP, how the
media claimed that "millions" were made from it every year,
and "two million" children were involved, while in reality
it made less than a million a year, and the actual children
involved were in the hundreds.

He traces the progress from that to the media created panic
over pre-schools, the "missing children" scandal, the
"pedophile priest" scare, and the latest bogeymay, the
Internet.

It's not just panic and hysteria over pedophilia that
Americans are bieng terrified of, he goes into people's
fear of road rage, "crack babies", "killer moms" and the
list goes on. It shows how the public has been thoroughly
duped by the politicians, who create panic about crime and
drug use, even though both are declining, and the media,
who profit from the panic.

I have just bought the book, and am starting to read it,
but it looks very well-researched, from what I have seen.
You can get it from www.Amazon.com for $17.50, plus tax.

------------------------------------------------------------
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'Yuri' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------

Regarding 'Rational's' friend and his pupil, I agree, partially, with
Desire.  Problem is even if she is "simply some teenager", it can still lead
to dismissal.  I certainly don't agree with teachers dating their students
(and that goes for college professors and their students as well).  It's
not an age thing, but a professional thing, regardless of the age of the
teacher and student.  As for a teacher and a student who is not in his
class, then I don't think that it necessarily violates any professional
ethics, but it can still be problematic.

Last fall [Autumn], when I was 24, I was involved with a girl who was 16.
Later on in the fall, after completing my last job and before starting my
new one, I was doing a friend a favour and I was a substitute in the high
school system.  The girl I had been involved with was never in my classes, but
was at the school.  The students found out about our previous history, and
it snowballed until I was asked to leave.  It doesn't impact me in the long
run, as that's not my primary career, and as the relationship was over prior
to me being a sub, it was completely legal (the age of consent in Canada is
14), so I don't have any problems that way, but it just goes to show you
that even when it is just "simply some teenager" it can cause problems.

>'Mach I' writes:
>We deceive ourselves all the time, wishing to have an endless relationship.
>We will be adults for the rest of our lives but children will stop being
>children in a couple of years. Too obvious so far? Well, what I want to say
>is that they will change their opinions, according to their experiences and
>knowledge much more that we can foresee.

Just a comment: I agree that an ongoing relationship is unlikely, but I
don't think it's necessarily impossible.  It's also more likely the older
the girl, and the lesser the age difference  (For example, the 13 yo that I
mentioned in an earlier post who ended up marrying her lover years later (he
was about 7 to 12 years older)).  Other people on the list have said that
they are looking to stay in the relationship long term, and some girls would
as well, though most would probably want to move on and have other
experiences.  I doubt, however, that they would necessarily regret the
relationship, any more than they would regret a relationship with a boy
their age.  It would depend greatly on the relationship and how it ended.

>Sex with children for example, is supposed to accepted by the majority of
>our group (asgl) but what about the children? What group do they belong to?
>Maybe at the present time a child can consciously decide and be willing for
>sex because it's instinctually good and pleasant. A child is always more
>instinctively than socially motivated. One day, she'll be an active
>representative of a group in society. What values she will recognize as
>acceptable? Aren't we playing with her future? Isn't this moment of her
>live, while she has not acquired knowledge enough to decide what is the
>best for her in the future, called "innocence?"

I'm not completely convinced that children are more instinctually aware than
socially.  Take a good look at the social hierarchy in any elementary
school.  As far as her future values are concered, she will figure them out
based on her past experiences, so yes her relationships will impact them,
however, it's a leap to go from that to "if she has sex with an adult she
will turn out to be a bad person".  Treat her with respect and love, and she
will learn respect and love.

'Yuri'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'Sir A.J.' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

I was amused to see 'Bandersnatch' refer to me as "the legendary": I
guess that's what comes of staying home and watching tv all the time! Or
maybe just lurking and not posting. After the first couple of years of
this list I suddenly had the feeling "this is where I came in" when the
newer posters started going over the same ground that was covered so
vigorously in the first year of frantic posting. ASGL is a wonderful
forum for people to express themselves in a healthy atmosphere and it's
all thanks to the truly legendary Ianthe. Also his news roundup is
really crucial to me. So I am still here in spirit, friends. For the
old-timers like J-Fot, it's nice to know you are thriving.

I've been working in an elementary school and must say that the third
grade is where my heart is, and may get into teaching full-time.

The movie list is in capable hands and its delay is the result of some
serious fact checking and obscurity uncovering, so that no one will be
disappointed when it comes out.

As for my love life well just let me say that Matilda will not
disappoint me when she grows up because she cannot get any older --
she's a mannequin!

'Sir A.J.'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'Jeez, it's been so long since I posted I don't remember my handle'
writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

'Sticky Rick' wrote:
>One of their best arguments for why pedophilia is wrong was that
>pedophiles lose interest in the child once she has become grown up. >It
>seems to me, they think that pedophiles "dump" children when they
>reach maturity, in turn leaving the child feeling abandoned and used.
>I wonder how often this kind of thing really happens? How would
>everybody here react if one day they found they were no longer
>attracted to their now-grown-up young lovers?

I'm old enough now that I've known quite a few little girls that've grown
up.  Invariably they either 1) move away or 2) dump me.  Generally at
puberty they lose interest in me, and become interested in boys closer to
their own age.  I've come to expect and accept this.  After all there are
always plenty of new 6 year olds whose parents don't have time for them who
are desperately seeking someone who will simply listen when they speak.

Currently I frequently see a 13 year old with whom I used to be very very
close.  I feel awkward with her, and I think she feels the same with me.
She let me know several years ago that there would be no more cuddling and
physical closeness, and I respect that.  So now we are "just friends" and we
get along fine, but truthfully, we're not even very close friends.  I sure
miss the closeness we used to have, but I have to admit that I'm not as
interested in her at 13 years old as I was when she was 6.  However, she was
the one who chose to put distance between us.  If she wanted to resume our
love affair I'd be delighted.

So, from my experience, the complaint that pedophiles dump children is
bogus.

Thus spake 'Jeez, it's been so long since I posted I don't
remember my handle'
----------------------------------------------------------------------

   [  We'll just call you "Jibsol Siipidrh" from now, on then ? ;) ]



'Sihme' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------

'Foxxe Fire' wrote:
> so I took to carrying [candy] around with me to give
>them.

>The greatest decision I ever made! Not only would these girls hug me
>whenever I gave them a [candy], but because they are very popular in their
>class, all their friends would copy them and run over as well. I would stand
>in the middle of a group of five or six screaming, laughing 12 year olds,
>passing out [candy] and getting hugged as fast as I could!

Hang on a minute!  What kind of 'candy' is this?  Why did it
need to be censored?  We need to know the identity of this 'candy'!

[candy] = beer?
[candy] = cigarettes?
[candy] = amphetamines?
[candy] = money?

Surely it's not just plain old candy? :-)

   [ Yes, just plain old 'boiled sugar' candy - but that, in addition
     to items like a distinctive hairstyle, could have ID'd the
     poster to anyone who knew him, or worse - to anyone who had
     just noticed him in the street. ]

>But I was wondering if any of you could answer a question for me: what happens
>when the object of your affection gets to be 15 or 16? Does the interest fade
for
>you, or are you still able to see the adorable little pubescent that
>attracted you in the first place?

Well, depending of how many of those thitherto unnoticeable
double-recessive genes rear their ugly head, the sexual element
of the attraction might linger, but, unfortunately, what
changes even more profoundly than the body is the mind, and
as such emotional attachments will die.  So in a nutshell, teens
are good for sex, if you can stand them, and if you can tolerate
the threat of  'legal implications'.  Such a combination moves
them away from my field of consideration.

....well... MOST of the time ;)

>Ah, what the heck? This article is so huge anyway, what's a couple dozen
>more lines?

Everyone is always concerned about posting 'too much'.. but I think people
don't post enough.  Even if asgl-l was 100k and posted every day I'd
read it without becoming bored.

More to come.. maybe ;)

Love from

'Sihme'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'n.s. aristoff' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

'n.s. aristoff' wrote:
>> The truth, Slider, is that for girls consent does not predict the
>> outcome of an adult-child sexual contact.  In other words, take a
>> group of consensual contacts and non-consensual ones, and you will
>> not find that the neutral or positive experiences are consensual
>> ones.  So when girl-lovers talk about consent and lack of harm,
>> they are totally wrong.
>
Someone responded:
>
>I don't think we can conclude this from the RBT research. What we
>_can_ conclude is that there is no evidence as of now that there _is_
>a strong relationship between consent and (lack of) harm for adult-girl
>relationships.

I disagree.  The conclusion of the RBT research (which is a meta-analysis
of all the available studies of college students, with certain samples
eliminated for valid statistical reasons) is that there is no correlation
between outcome and level of consent.  Not only is there no "strong
relationship between consent and lack of harm" as you say, but there is NO
relationship between consent and lack of harm.  There is NO relationship
either between lack of consent and harm.  As RBT concluded:

 "Adjustment was associated with level of consent for  men,
 but not for women."

As I said, and according to the study, consent does not predict outcome.
Given a random group of positive experiences, you will find an equal
distribution of consensual and non-consensuals ones.  This is what the RBT
meta-analysis found.

 "For women, the analogous contrast between the unwanted sex and all
 levels of consent effect size estimates, based on 11,631 participants, was
 statistically nonsignificant...."

This means that the effects were not measurably different in the group
of only unwanted sex and the group of all levels of consent.  Had there been
a correlation between consent and lack of harm, the study would have found
one.  It didn't.  So you are incorrect when you say thet study merely found
that there was no "strong relationship."  I checked my conclusions on Sexnet
(since I can't analyze statistics) which is read by Bausermann.

'n.s. aristoff'
-------------------------------------------------------------------

   [ Full RBT paper is here: http://www.just-well.dk/rotterd.htm ]



'Sanctuary' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

'Desire' wrote:
>Let's see if I get an answer.

I would be very interested in the answer. This technique has
never worked for me. The last time I tried it I got an angry phone
call and everything was destroyed. I must admit that I had a
non existent relationship with her parents but certainly not with
her. I tried to know the mother but she was always resistant to
me and the father was always working.

---

'Huio' wrote:
>ever notice how a girl notices you when you notice them, but at
>the same time their parents or adults don't see a damn thing.

I like to get their attention, too but sometimes all they can do is
deliberately avoid me. Every once in a while I will get a nice smile
and that makes up for it.

---

'Foxxe Fire' wrote:
( From point B of the 'general guidelines')
>I mean she has to know that a lot of people would be very angry
>if they found out, and would put her into "therapy" in which they'd
>try to convince her that what the two of you did was evil. This should
>not take the form of a threat ("keep this secret, or you're busted!"), rather,
>it should be a straighforward statement of possible problems. Let the
>girl decide if it's worth the risk.

(and then from point C)
>Don't try to cover your own butt by swearing her to secrecy and saying
>"I'm taking a big risk in doing this with, and if you tell ANYONE, I'll be in
>serious trouble."... Tell her it's a very special thing that two people share
>between themselves, and let it go at that

These two points seems to contradict each other. Since you would
have an open, honest relationship you would both have discussed
the possible consequences for *both* of you. It "takes two to tango".

--

I have an interesting experience to tell.

I was sitting at the back of the bus among this family of girls.
The girls are very cute and reserved and their mother is very
'alternative' looking but she is very domineering. I am looking
around the bus and of course noticing the girls when the mother
calls outloud "Stop drooling over my daughter". I was flabberghasted
and tried to defend myself but they still moved to the front of the
bus and tried their best to ignore me. They said a few words to the
bus driver. I wonder what they said. I think the bus driver would
have laughed it off. It's a good thing I will not be taking that
route for awhile...

'Sanctuary'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'Girluardian' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

Hi Group... Just wanted to say its pleasing to see so much open-mindedness
concerning child sexuality here. There will always be 2 sides of the coin
and its great to hear all the valid points for and against. No-one can
really deny that as children we were sensual and sexual to some degrees.

I can remember looking up girl skirts in the 3rd grade and feeling
aroused about it.

'Somebody' wrote something concerning how the so called 'normal' people of
society would see him is if he was to tell them of his sexuality. I for one
would probably be kicked out of the house and lose my job if people were to
know I was a girl lover. I'm too afraid to even have little girl wallpaper
on my computer even though I would love to. My parents too sometimes say why
I don't have a girlfriend. I get asked out on dates by some lovely older
girls but its only with young girls that I see a bonding and connection
with. Just the other night I was walking through the city and strolled past
this sleepy eyed girl sitting down on some steps nearby this restaurant.
She looked about 11 and had the biggest and most beautiful green eyes I've
ever seen. She smiled as I got lost in her gaze and blushed a little. Her
parents I assumed were still inside but unfortunatly I had to meet a friend
so I couldn't talk with her.

With little girls too you can tell them anything and the fact that you know
what you are gaining out of the friendship is what they too are gaining. The
friendship really is trustworthy and genuine. Sometimes I have gone hours
just talking to them about schooling and their little hobbies like drawing
etc. They can be so affectionate too with little kisses being planted on my
cheek and hugs. They really are about love and affection and fun.

Women on the other hand when I used to be "in denial" and date them only
ever talked about their hair and money and previous dates. A lot of them
too judge you on the car or career you have. Women I see are really
more about security than love.

A little girl on the other hand wants nothing more than love, company,
attention and affection.

The little girls I have known have never used me for anything or betrayed
me. None have ever asked me to go further than the kisses and cuddles but
I'm only too happy to just be with them and experience the fun of knowing
them.

I'm not at all saying it would be wrong to rule out an adult/child sexual
relationship as I have not educated myself with the matter that I'm sure
you all know is quite and complicated issue with the for/against debates.
I'm just saying life with those sweethearts with the way things are going
now has me more than happy.

Sure enough with the massive emotional attachment carries a sexual
attraction too. I just couldn't risk hurting,that's all as it truly would
end my life to do anything that could affect harmfully the way she lives
and thinks.

Wow, this thread has gotten long as I was only meant to say thanks for the
open-minded debates and issues here.

Signing off,

'Girluardian'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'?' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

hi all,

I do intend writing a longer post soon... I have to tell you about my day
with a gorgeous 10 year old lg, but in the meantime I've been playing with
geocities.  This site would be better off on another host so if anyone knows
what to do with it let me know (its at Geocities cos I can't program in
HTML and I don't know how to "ftp" etc...etc... so I use their no-brainer
"geobuilder" until I'm not so thick !)

'?'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'?' writes - (not the same as above - "?" is a generic label for
people who don't include their nickname with their posts):
-------------------------------------------------------------------

Have any of you been paying attention to the case of the Aberdeen schoolteacher
who has just got off with an admonishment for (as the media in the UK have
insisted on describing it) "smacking" his 8-year-old daughter?

Double standards are amongst us, fellow citizens.

From the initial accounts on TV, he "gave his daughter a loving smack" to
persuade her to go to the dentist when she was (a) in pain from
toothache and (b) terrified of getting an injection.

Some of us might have thought this was an ideal time to spare her all possible
pain and distress.  But no.  As the defendant insists, he was acting as "a
loving father" when he:

Pulled down his daughter's panties in front of a room full of
strangers, and beat her bare bottom six times, hard enough to cause
what was later described as "extensive bruising".

To my mind, this constitutes not "reasonable chastisement" but violent and
vicious assault.  Had he treated another child this way  - to say nothing of
an adult  -  he would certainly have served a prison sentence.  But no.  The
judge decided he had "suffered enough" from the publicity, the court case
and the intervention of social workers in his home life.

Well, I for one hope that's true.  I hope he has learned his lesson... but I
doubt it.

What worries me is this assumption that since the victim is "his own daughter",
different rules apply to those specified for other relationships.

Spanking, as far as I am concerned, has no purpose except as a adjunct to
sexual activity.  Speaking as a self-confessed pervert, I admit to having
spanked many a mature female bottom,and though I did my lusty best, I can't
remember ever raising bruises.  To allow a father to indulge in this
practice towards his 8-year-old daughter is an obscenity.

That's my view.

'?'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'BlueSeal' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

Hi all,

Last night (thursday) I thought I was going to have the best experience
ever. Bigstar.com, in ascociation with Yahoo Chat, was going to host a
live chat event with the Mary-Kate & Ashley Olsen! They would answer
questions from fans all over the world. Never having been to such an
event, I was quite exited about it!

It wasn't ment to be...

Half an hour before the event was to begin, I entered the chatroom.
There were quite a few people already there, mostly (I guess) teenage
girls who are devoted fans. That was not the problem however... There
were also a few onnoxious guys, who decided it would be fun and portray
themselves as the typical internet 'perverts', chanting how they would
love to f*ck them, and all the other sexual slant you can possibly
think off.

Some of the more 'civilized' fans did comment about how sexy they
looked. Needless to say, this resulted in a flame war, in which the
typical "They're only 12!", "How can they be sexy?" and "You pervert!"
rolled over the screen. (The more rude ones were wisely ignored.)
However, the whole situation was out of control, and as a result, the
twins never appeared. Even the 'host' never made an appearence to
announce them.

I do not know if this is the exact reason... The chat window would not
be visible to the twins anyway. All questions for them had to be typed
in a seperate input box, and the moderater would relay the suitable
questions to the twins, and relay the answers back to the room.

The whole event left me with a terrible feeling. As if it isn't bad
enough that the general view of pedophilia equals pictures of sick and
deranged child molsters, here are some guys who can think of nothing
better to do then to enter such an event and amplify this picture with
such obnoxcious behaviour. This whole thing has been my most
disapointing and depressing internet experience ever!

Well... let me end with something more uplifting. I found the following
pic on one of many Olsen twins fan pages. Quite apropriate for the event
that never took place. Don't they look sexy? :) They turn 13 this sunday
("officially teenagers"). Happy birthday, Mary-Kate and Ashley!

Oh, I should say, I always had a thing for the Olsen twins, but it
wasn't until recently (after seeing It Takes Two on TV) that I started
checking them out on the internet, and found pictures of them @ 12...
and I immediately thought "WOW, they're HOT! These might be the first
teenagers I will be attracted to." :)

Which leads me to a question: What I want to know is, is Billboard Dad
available for rent in Holland? If so, where? Also, I'd LOVE to see Two
Of A Kind, and I hope Dutch TV will someday air it. I wouldn't mind
seeing their Hawai Beach Party video as well :)

--

The story continues...

As it turns out, the Olsen twins WERE online and in the chat room. After
visiting some messageboards, I read some experiences from other people.
The problem was that the HTML interface had a problem recieving the
celebrities' comments. The java interface supposedly worked. (Some
switched from plain HTML to java, something I should have done as well.)

I wrote an e-mail to Yahoo, reporting the bug and expressing my
disapointment over this blunder of theirs... I feel you cannot deny
people what may be their experience of a lifetime by making such a huge
error.

Although I felt like it, I restrained myself from demanding a front seat
row for the next Olsen twins event (if ever), or a personal invitation.
:)

To be continued?

'BlueSeal'
-----------------------------------------------------------------




'Savant' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

The following is FYI.  If any of it is useful, post it, no credit necessary.

Check out this story.  It sounds like a person pretending to be a
molester, trying to alarm people.  Ann Landers rides the line,
trying not to agree, but you have to read it to see what I mean.

Landers: Ask Questions When an Adult Pays Your Kid Undue Attention:

http://www.spokane.net:80/news-story-body.asp?Date=060799&ID=s590478&cat

http://www.sltrib.com:80/1999/jun/06071999/utah/110884.htm

---

Here's one that is interesting...  about people believing when they lie...

Call me Ishmael, dammit!  New research shows we can 'internalize
fiction':

http://www.salonmagazine.com:80/health/log/1999/06/04/memory/index.html


Regards,

'Savant'
------------------------------------------------------------------



'Marasmus' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

I read this article "Thank Heaven for Little Boys" from the May 30th
posting and, you know, it really pissed me off.  Normally this stuff
just rolls off my back.  It's so inane to make moral and political
issues of people's sexuality that I can't get mad about it.  But
whenever the GOP rears its head, it makes me seethe. (No offense to
anyone)  It made me start thinking, Who the hell are they and why
should I be kowtowing to them? ('They' is anyone that wants to condemn
me for my preferences)  Because that's really what I'm doing by
keeping quiet and being paranoid all the time; it's like a tacit
admission of my thought crimes.  So I decided this suffocating silence
really sucks, and probably makes my proclivities all the more
interesting and suspicious, like I'm always plotting, deviously
twisting my handlebar mustache and waiting for my chance to grope
children.  I'm not going to do anything foolish, of course, like
announcing to strangers that I'm a pedophile, but it's a disservice to
myself to be so guarded all the time, especially with people that know
me well enough to know I'm not the guy in the park with the overcoat
and the candy.  Realistically, I doubt anything will change in
practice, but I liked that little feeling of defiance.

--

'C.L. Wheels' wrote:
> As far as my parents are concerned, we just don't talk
> about it, but I know they are concerned about me. Especially when my
> elementary-school-aged siblings are around me.

Here's another thing: My sister has a six year old step daughter, Z,
who's really cute and precocious and everything.  I've only met her once,
since they live in another city and Z is usually with her biological
mother, but we spent several days together.  She was five at the time,
which falls below my usual age range of interest, but she was still
irresistible; I couldn't take my eyes off her and spent as much time
with her as possible.  I kept telling myself not to be so attentive,
to be a little dismissive when adults were around, but it was
pointless.  Whenever she asked me to draw with her or participate in
some fantastic game of make believe I was hooked, regardless of who
was around.  I don't think her father gave it the slightest notice,
but I was always worried that my sister was watching me.  One time Z
started whispering in my ear and, good god, it was like nothing I'd
felt before, my whole body was flooded with endorphins. I still kind
of shudder a little thinking about it.  Anyway, during this, I noticed
my sister looking at us, probably just wondering what Z was up to, but
I turned crimson, because there I was practically getting off on her
five year old stepdaughter.  I did my best to brush off Z and look
normal.  I was probably just paranoid, but it would be really
unfortunate if, knowing I'm a pedophile, my sister felt like she had
to worry about my conduct with Z.

About the object of my hopeless obsession 'Ian' wrote:
> Is it Amanda Bynes by any chance??

No, I've never heard of her, but I'm always on the lookout for TV
girlfriends.

--

'Sihme' wrote:
> Mind telling who it is?

Daniela Lujan, aka 'Luz Clarita.'

> I would say I love all little girls, because apparently that's what
> being a paedophile is all about. But I don't.  I only love the friendly
> and pretty ones; the rest I don't care about.

Hey, me too!

--

Now here's my little story of emotional deprivation:

A few weeks ago I went to this party with my mother and two brothers,
a family oriented thing, so there were a number of girls there.  But
more importantly, it was given by a co-worker of my mother's, so their
boss, and our longtime family friend, would be there with her
delightful nine yo granddaughter, H, for whom I've had a soft spot for
some time.  I see her a few times a year, but have never had a chance
to develop any real rapport with, and I wanted to at least talk to her
a little.  No luck though; I spent a couple of hours discretely
looking at her and making some lame and abortive attempts to get near
her.  Not a word was exchanged between us.  It was a wasted effort and
I resigned myself to watching her spend the whole time with K, some
friend from school, and K's 10 yo brother, who somehow struck me as
really loathsome.  So I had given up hope and started getting wistful
and withdrawn, thinking this really sucks and I want to go home and
why did I come here just to set myself up for disappointment, and then
I hear H's grandmother talking, saying 'Oh, H has had a crush on K's
brother for the longest time...'  That was like a punch in the
stomach, just to top the whole thing off.  I was privately humiliated
and spent the rest of the day sulking.  On the way home my brother
pointed out how cute H is, that she's going to be hot when she gets
older.  I wanted to tell him to fu*k off.

So then I started wondering if this is what I've got to look forward
to -- pining away for indifferent children, unreciprocated desire, all
that.  Loving children in this way seems so pointless, I mean, what
purpose can it serve?  It doesn't make any sense to me.  Well, that's
about where I am right now.  Be seeing you,

'Marasmus'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'Entropy' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

'Huio' wrote:
>Hi, I have only written once before. I just wanted to ask how you
>guys deal with the loneliness of it.

Hi, I haven't written to this list before, even though
I've been reading it for a couple of months now...
I never responded to anything else here before because,
most of the time, if feel all the valid points are
being made anyway by other people.

The subject of loneliness I haven't
seen many people touch upon, while for
me that is one of the biggest problems.

Other girl-lovers, on this list as well as
in the outside world, seem to have little
trouble blending in with their favorite crowd,
making new friends and maintaining friendships.

On me, the whole media craze has had
a more or less numbing effect. I wanted
to join my old scout group again (that
I left because I actually got sad from
being with all these sweet little girls for
exactly 195 mins., and then nothing for
a whole week), but I just can't be bothered.

You could say I do all that to myself,
and in fact I am, but the causality-of-things
doesn't seem to matter much if you're depressed
as hell!

>Other than this group or some
>usenet newsgroups (if not already censored), there is no human
>companionship. I will never know another GL because I will never speak
>out of my closet.

Wait a minute... I completely identify with
the loneliness part, but I can't imagine if
and how I would be now, if I never told anyone
about my sexual orientation.

Whenever I deem someone a 'real friend'
I will try to tell that person more about
who I am.

Because they can't know me without knowing
about the child in me, can they?
And you can't be friends with
someone you don't know.

Luckily, I've been able to find decent
friends since I was about 12yo, and I
haven't been wrong about them all that often.

I guess I was only dissappointed in 3 of them,
all women (which is not exemplary of anything,
as most of my friends are. Women, I mean.)

The one I cared most about changed her
views after some time and apologized
to me. The other two can pretty much go
to hell with their narrow minded views,
if you ask me.

What I'm trying to say is, that, tho I can't
tell you what to do, I've succesfully informed
all my friends and close relatives about my
orientation, and anyone who cannot cope with
the truth after I've explained it to them in
great detail, I CAN DO WITHOUT!

>The boylovers have their NAMBLA or whatever. But
>what does GL's have? For those who don't own a computer, or have access
>to this information, they tend to see themselves as 'evil'. The only
>identifying "role models" for most are the criminals whom the media
>gives us. That realization in and of itself is scary.

I agree! I've met (in real life) paedos aged
between 30 and 50 that had NEVER talked about
their feelings towards children until that moment -
I was the first they talked to.

Needless to say, that their ideas about
child-love were a little... weird, I guess.

For example, one kept an extensive collection
of voyeurist nude pics. He'd go down to the
beach and fumble suspiciously with his camera
until some girl took off her panties, and *snap*,
an addition to his collection!
This guy was in his early thirties
and his likings and behaviour had
developed like that over the years
in more or less complete isolation.

I can't imagine ANYTHING evolving in
a normal way for nurture-oriented beings
like ourselves, without some form of
open feedback.

I hope, for you Huio, this list
will be all the feedback you need.
But I can imagine it isn't.

I can imagine the same paralysis
that has taken away my will to hang
out with little girls, robbed you from the
guts to reach out to fellow-childlovers
until now...

Like I said, I've actually met these people,
and not all of them thru special channels,
or self-help groups or whatever.

Some I just met on the street and
where you'd expect them: Scouting,
behaving in the most suspicious ways
towards girls. This, of course, was
only spotted to the trained eye:
If I didn't figure them out, some
little girl would come up to me
to talk about this 'weird guy'.

   [ I've often wondered if in the "pre-Net" days, that
     was the only way for people to connect - hanging
     around the school fence, watching the netball
     team through the bushes... :( ]

Which brings me to the subject of 'vibes'.
Hold that thought...

Oh yeah, some peds found me, because there
must be over 200 people knowing me personally,
that know about my orientation.
(paedos not counted, of course)

There are so many of them because I
started the dreaded outing process
when i was 14, after 1 long year of silence.
It hasn't gotten me into any serious trouble
yet. I'm 25 years old now.

>But, on a lighter note - ever notice how a girl notices you when you
>notice them, but at the same time their parents or adults don't
>see a damn thing. --"it's a good thing"

Yeah, that I guess is one the few real confirmations
we seem to get, one of the few actual FACTS that we
are not making this up.

That there is some real chemistry going on.
That it's not just happening in our own perverted
minds, but in the perverted minds of little girls
as well! =)

No non-paedophile emits these vibes. No
normal adult can pick up little-girl vibes,
let alone appreciate them.

Someone on this list claims girls have no antennas
for this stuff, and that they don't really care.

Well, I always thought I was the one looking
and they just happened to be looking back
(and smiling, often =).

My brother told me a while ago that he noticed
how THEY are always looking at ME, almost as much
when I'm not looking (which is hard to find out)!

Hmmm... That wasn't too hard. I think
I'll try to take part in the discussions
here from now on...

I'm glad this list exists!

Bye for now,

'Entropy'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'Moonmin' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

'Marasmus' and 'C.L.Wheels' wrote:
>> It was a little
>>different, more like "What The Hell Is That And Why Is It On Your
>>Computer?"  I changed the subject, it made my hands sweat.

>I, too, have lg wallpaper and screensavers on my computer, but I
>sure as hell don't let non-pedosexuals see it, for the reason you
>just stated. It just causes people discomfort. I am fortunate to
>have a utility that changes my wallpaper and screensavers on demand
>in case I get an unexpected visitor while my computer is on. :-)

I seem to be the only one on this mailing list who DOESN'T have lg
wallpaper plastered over the monitor. I'd better conform before I'm
drummed out of the ASGL in disgrace! I wonder what my wife would
think? I suspect that she suspects anyway. I was going out to give
my 8 year old Kitty her 'reading lesson' the other day when my wife
turned to me and cheerfully said: "You two are just like Dodgson
and Alice!" Boy, was I stunned. :-O

Love to all!

'Moonmin'

ps. My recent posts seemed to have got lost down the internet
equivalent of "the back of the sofa"! Hope this one reaches you.
------------------------------------------------------------------




'Sticky Rick' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

How many of you would be open to loving a little girl with physical
disabilities such as blindness, deafness, etc.?

I might want to take a course in sign language. Imagine the
loneliness and isolation that many little deaf girls must feel.
Wouldn't it be wonderful to bring love and joy into the life of
a pretty girl such as this?

'Sticky Rick'
---------------------------------------------------------------------
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   [ Press-cuttings round-up ]


UK: _Paedophiles face lifetime prison terms_
Germany: _Germany will not outlaw strong cryptography_
Canada: _Canadian crypto companies beat U.S. export laws_
UK: _Cars face ban in children's 'play' roads_
UK: _Benefits curb for teenage mothers - or else_
USA: Supreme Court refuses to allow office evidence in
     'kiddie-porn' case_
Australia: _Calls for warning ads on international flights_
Australia: _National paedophile register_



UK:
----------------------------------------------------------------

13th June 1999

_Paedophiles face lifetime prison terms_

PAEDOPHILES are to face indefinite prison sentences under
new laws to be introduced by the government.

Legislation is promised later this year by Jack Straw, the
home secretary, who announced a review of sex offences a
year ago. The first phase of the review, relating to the
law governing sexual offences with underage children, was
completed last week.

Under existing legislation, adults who have sex with a
child younger than 13 face a maximum term of life in prison
- but those who have sex with children of between 13 and 16
face a maximum sentence of two years.

"It is a disgrace that the length of the sentence is
different depending on the age of the girl," a source close
to Straw said yesterday. "Everyone knows that the age of
consent is 16 and anything else is against the law. There
should be no distinction between the two offences."

Straw will bring in a new "indeterminate" life sentence as
the automatic penalty. This measure will mean the offender
is not released until a panel of doctors, psychiatrists and
social workers testifies that he is "no longer a danger to the
young".

Despite having the power to impose life imprisonment
on those who have sex with children under 13, judges are
often reluctant to use it. Straw hopes judges will be
more willing to impose his new "indeterminate" sentence.

----------------------------------------------------------------

  [ If "sex" means "intercourse" rather than indecent assault
    (fondling, etc.) then this would seem to be largely a
    cheap publicity stunt for Straw -- because Crown Court and
    magistrates' courts conviction records for 1994 showed
    that just 65 people were convicted of unlawful sexual
    intercourse with a girl under 13 - and I would suspect
    that many of those are teens who a judge would not want
    to sentence to life.  This will be even more true in the
    case of 13-15 year olds. ]



Crypto news:
----------------------------------------------------------------

June 99

_GERMANY CONFIRMS SECURITY POLICY_

The German government has made clear that it will not
restrict the use of strong cryptography in Germany,
spelling out in a document that the requirements of
business and legitimate communication outweigh the
need to prevent criminal use of the technology.

--

Fri, 4th Jun 1999

_Canadian crypto companies beat U.S. export laws_

                                    A new wave of
start-up companies in the Great White North promise
to transform the Internet into a bastion of privacy,
free speech, and safe surfing. And there's nothing
the U.S. government can do about it.

Hushmail.com

Hushmail.com is the latest entrepreneurial endeavor to look
for profit in privacy. The company is beta testing a free,
advertiser-supported, Web-based email service, which -
unlike established players such as Hotmail and Yahoo! -
protects each message with a data scrambling technique
strong enough to resist the most earnest attack.
The strength of Hushmail's system
[http://www.zdnet.co.uk/news/1999/21/ns-8315.html] lies in
a powerful 1024-bit encryption algorithm embodied in a Java
applet that runs on the end-users' machine. Eavesdroppers
only see meaningless garbage, and even the Hushmail
proprietors can't read their users' private messages. The
company is based in Austin, Texas, but the Hushmail server
is located in Canada, and the software was developed
entirely outside of the United States.

Zero Knowledge Systems

On Monday, start-up Zero Knowledge Systems began beta
testing an ambitious system that it says will soon provide
Internet security and privacy on all levels to purchasers
of its $50 Freedom software package. The system employs
heavy duty crypto, with keys as long as 4,096 bits. The
company is based in Montreal, and the software was
masterminded by cypherpunk legend Ian Goldberg, who happens
to be Canadian.

It's no coincidence that these pro-privacy businesses are
sprouting outside the Land of the Free. Under U.S. law, any
crypto programs stronger than a pathetic 56 bits are
considered "munitions," which cannot be exported without
explicit approval from the government. That restriction
keeps major U.S. software makers from incorporating
significant privacy measures into their applications --
which are, after all, marketed to the borderless Internet
community.

Complicating matters further, the export laws apply not
just to technology, but to people. "If U.S. citizens work
on any of our cryptography software, those people can be
charged with a crime," says Austin Hill, president of Zero
Knowledge Systems. "We've looked at hiring U.S. citizens,
but we had to turn them down."

JAWS XMAIL

Another new secure email encryption software package,
JAWS XMAIL, will launch later this week at the Canadian
Advanced Technology Association (CATA) Annual Conference,
claiming to provide fast, strong, easy-to-use email
protection based on JAWS' proven 4096 bit encryption
technology.

Aimed at the business community - which sent most
of the approximately 3.4 trillion email messages
delivered in the United States alone in 1998 -
XMAIL is an email application which just needs
a computer with email software, a POP3 server, and
a Windows 95/98 operating system.

Through a special program for Internet Service
Providers, the software will be widely distributed to
ISP subscribers.  For individuals whose ISP has not
signed up yet, XMAIL will be available for $39.95 (US)
from the JAWS Online Store [www.jawstech.com] in a
downloadable format on June 9, 1999.  A free demo
version is also available.

--------------------------------------------------------------




UK:
----------------------------------------------------------------

13th June 1999

_Cars face ban in children's 'play' roads_

"GO PLAY in the road, son." Fifty towns are planning to
turn residential streets into "home zones" where cars are
discouraged and road markings are replaced by pitches for
ball games and benches for spectators.

The radical scheme is meant to make Britain's streets as
safe as in pre-war days, when children could play in the
road and vehicles were expected to make way for them.
On roads selected for the home zone schemes, cars would be
restricted to 20mph, with one-way systems, lane
restrictions and other features to deter through traffic.
The move, to be announced by the transport department next
month, has delighted road safety campaigners - and provoked
anger from motoring organisations. Helen Liddell, the
transport minister, said that six of the 50 towns would be
given the go-ahead initially.

One of the most radical proposals is for Brixton, south
London, where roads off busy Brixton Hill could be laid out
with games pitches, trees and benches. Games such as
basketball are favoured over football because there is less
risk of balls damaging property.

Another project in Ealing, west London, suggests that five
residential streets be turned into a play area marked out
for basketball, hopscotch and other games.

Stirling, central Scotland, wants to strip out the "No Ball
Games" signs that have adorned its suburban streets for
years and replace them with notices telling youngsters that
they can now play in the road - and others warning
motorists to take other routes.

Home zones are well-established in parts of Europe. The
idea originated in Amsterdam in 1972 with a campaign
launched by a journalist who had seen one of her children
killed and another injured by reckless drivers.

The Right of Way for Children Foundation has been so
successful that many of Amsterdam's residential roads are
virtually car-free. In Britain 11,000 pedestrians were
killed or seriously injured in road accidents in 1997.
Nearly 4,000 were aged under 16.

Motoring organisations say that "road calming" is the wrong
way to cut such figures. Paul Watters, head of policy at
the AA, said: "A lot of our members get very irritated
about road humps. They may reduce accidents but they also
damage their exhausts."

------------------------------------------------------------

   [ Sounds cool - I'd live in one of those roads! :) ]



UK:
------------------------------------------------------------

13th June 1999

_Benefits curb for teenage mothers - or else_

PREGNANT teenage girls may have social security benefits
withdrawn unless they agree to find a job, the Government
will announce tomorrow.

The threat to reduce payments for mothers as young as 16
who wish to stay home looking after their baby will
enrage many Labour MPs.

The most controversial recommendation is to stop lone
mothers under the age of 18 getting council houses and
instead putting them in supervised council hostels
where they would be encouraged to find work.

Tomorrow's report is the fourth from the Social Exclusion
Unit, set up at Number 10 to tackle the most difficult
social problems. Tony Blair will describe pregnancy rates
among school age girls as "sobering" at the launch of a
30-point action plan which hints at draconian solutions.

However, the Record has learned that Scottish ministers
will snub Tony Blair tomorrow when they will reject his
tough new policy. Senior Holyrood sources confirmed the
hardline strategy will play no part in Scotland's
approach to the problem of teenage pregnancy.

A senior Scottish government source categorically ruled out
such an approach north of the border. "We have our own,
separate social inclusion strategy in Scotland, and we have
no plans to restrict the access of any group to council
housing. We will read this report, but it is not happening
here."

In a speech tomorrow, Blair will say: "Fourteen and
15-year-olds are still children and should not be having
children. We should not condone their actions."

Kay Ullrich, the SNP health, housing and social welfare
spokeswoman, said: "This suggestion is based on a false
premise that girls get pregnant to get a house. There are
absolutely no statistics to show that is true."

Mr Blair is also said to have personally intervened to
veto any relaxation in prescribing laws for contraceptives,
after protests by David Blunkett, Secretary of State
for Education and Employment.

Mr Blunkett was appalled at a suggestion that school nurses
should be given powers to prescribe contraceptives, and
made sure that idea was dropped, with the support of Mr
Blair. He told colleagues it he would make it a "resigning
issue".

Mr Blair will further announce that there will be no change
in rules to allow the morning-after Pill to be sold in
pharmacists as an over-the-counter drug without a
prescription. There has been a campaign for sale of the
morning-after Pill without prescription, and Mr Blair's
announcement will come as a disappointment.

A Whitehall source said: "There will be no condom machines
in schools and there is no question of dishing out the
Pill in schools."

----------------------------------------------------------



USA:
----------------------------------------------------------

7th June 1999

_Court can't allow office evidence in kiddie-porn case_

WASHINGTON -- The Supreme Court today refused to let
federal prosecutors use as evidence child pornography
seized from a Georgia man's office in what lower courts
called an illegal search.

The court, without comment, rejected an appeal in which
prosecutors argued that the constitutional protection
against unreasonable searches does not apply to an area of
someone's office outside their own work space.

James S. Anderson of Duluth, Ga., was arrested in 1996
in connection with an FBI sting aimed at visitors to
an Internet "chat room" called the "Orchid Club".

Prosecutors said Anderson agreed to exchange child
pornography with another chat room member, not knowing
the man was assisting the FBI.

FBI agents followed Anderson as he picked up the
videotapes and went to an office building in Atlanta where
he was a company vice president. Anderson entered with a
key because the building was closed.

FBI agents became concerned that once Anderson
discovered the videotapes were blank he might become
suspicious and destroy other evidence. The agents, who did
not have a search warrant, broke into the building and
found Anderson in a vacant office preparing to watch a
videotape.

Anderson admitted his involvement in child pornography,
prosecutors said, and told the agents where in his own
office they could find such materials. The agents later
used a warrant they had obtained to search Anderson's home,
where they found more child pornography.

Anderson asked a federal judge to bar use of the
materials seized at his office building on grounds the
search was illegal. The judge agreed, as did the 10th U.S.
Circuit Court of Appeals. The appeals court said Anderson
had a legitimate expectation of privacy in his company's
office.

The [http://www.supremecourthistory.org/] Supreme Court
has said the Constitution's Fourth Amendment protection
against unreasonable searches -- which generally bars
searches of homes without a warrant -sometimes applies to
people's workplaces.

In the appeal acted on today, prosecutors said that
protection does not apply when the area searched is not
someone's own personal work space.

Anderson's lawyer said that as a corporate officer, he
had the right to use the vacant office as a "haven of
privacy." Prosecutors still can use the materials seized
from his home, his lawyer added.

The case is U.S. vs. Anderson, 98-1583.

----------------------------------------------------------



Australia:
----------------------------------------------------------

_Calls for warning ads on international flights_

8th June 1999

A campaigning group wants Australian-based to screen
warnings against child-sex tourism during flights.

The group, End Child Prostitution and Pornography in
Tourism (ECPAT), says several European airlines are
screening confronting warnings during international
flights.

National director Bernadette McMenamin says despite seven
years of lobbying, domestic airlines still are not
interested.

"Qantas and the Australian airlines have really shied
away," she said.

The group has recently secured a deal to have three
commercials aired on national television during August.

--

12th June 1999

_National paedophile register_

The Federal Government wants to establish a national
database of paedophiles as part of its ambitious
plans to upgrade crime-fighting in Australia.

Justice Minister Amanda Vanstone said last night most
states kept a register of sex offenders, but she wanted
a national database to protect all Australian children.

In last month's Budget the Government announced increased
funding for Crimtrack, its proposed national computer
database containing information on criminal activity.

--

_Sex sites: look who's peeking_

7th June 1999

A sex Web site operator has compiled and published a list
of government computers she says are being used to access
pornography on the Internet.

Ms Bernadette Taylor, a Perth woman who stages online sex
shows, has published a list of nearly 100 Internet
connections ending in gov.au, denoting Australian
government, that have been used to access her site. They
include 24 Parliament terminals, a large number of
Tasmanian Government connections and the Hobart City
Council.

Ms Taylor sent the list to the Federal Department of
Communications, Information Technology and the Arts as a
protest against a proposed bill which would try to censor
sexual content on the Internet in Australia.

----------------------------------------------------------
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'Foxxe Fire' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Between the two of them, Sihme and Ianthe wrote:

>Hang on a minute!  What kind of 'candy' is this?  Why did it
>need to be censored?  We need to know the identity of this 'candy'!
>
>[candy] = beer?
>[candy] = cigarettes?
>[candy] = amphetamines?
>[candy] = money?

>Surely it's not just plain old candy? :-)

>   [ Yes, just plain old 'boiled sugar' candy - but that, in addition
>     to items like a distinctive hairstyle, could have ID'd the
>     poster to anyone who knew him, or worse - to anyone who had
>     just noticed him in the street. ]

Yeah, it's just 25-cent, store-bought candy. Thanks, Ianthe, for
helping me not to blow my cover, something that, if left to my
own devices, I would do in about 20 seconds.

--

Then, 'Marasmus' wrote:
>especially with people that know
>me well enough to know I'm not the guy in the park with the overcoat
>and the candy.

Hey... ease up on the candy thing... I actually _DO_ that! :-) Seriously,
though, I'm not trying to molest those girls or anything, I just get
a kick out of giving them something sweet.

Finally, on the topic of my "guidelines," Sanctuary wrote:
>These two points seems to contradict each other. Since you would
>have an open, honest relationship you would both have discussed
>the possible consequences for *both* of you. It "takes two to tango".

Yeah, looking back on what I wrote, it does seem contracdictory. What I was
trying to say, in my own awkward, roundabout way, is that while you should
not encourage her to go around telling everyone she had sex with an older
man (cause then you would be an idiot), you should also not try to preserve
your secret so desperately that she feels frightened and burdened by it. She
should know that you'd be in trouble if she made a big deal out of it, but
you should be very careful not to make her feel that if you get in trouble,
it's all her fault and she has to go around feeling worried and guilty
(cause then you would be a coward, afraid to take responsibility).

I guess my point here is that if both of you feel okay about it, go ahead,
but you (the adult) have to be prepared for the consequences if you're
caught. Not to say you should phone the police later that night and confess
all (cause then you would be back to idiot mode), but just be ready to
answer for your crime if it comes to that -- because whether you think it's
immoral or not, it's still illegal.

Come to think of it, this is my attitude about a lot of crimes (drug
dealing, stealing someone's car, bringing a knife to college, cheating
on an exam). Do what you think is right, and try not to caught, but be
prepared to take the fall if you have to. Don't try to weasel out of it
or make someone else responsible. I hope that clears up any confusion
about my guidelines.

Now, at last, for the main point for my post. I need your advice in
handling a tricky situation -- or at least a situation that I can tell
is going to get real tricky, real quickly.

You remember those darling little 12 and 13 year olds to whom I'm always
giving candy? Well, our school year just finished, and everyone in both the
junior high and high school got their yearbooks. Naturally, I dropped by the
junior high halls to get the girls to sign mine. My favorite little girl
(the one who talks to me even when my candy supply is exhausted or when I've
got my hair in a less unusual style), not only wrote in mine, but she added
a bunch of flattering things (couldn't have got through the year w/o you,
love you always, etc.) and then left her phone number and told me to call
her over the summer!

After my initial joyous reaction, I started thinking to myself, Hmm, how
would that work? I pick up the phone, the girl's mom or dad answers, and I
say... uh... 'Hello, this is an 18 year old trying to reach your 12 or
13 year old daughter. Is she there?' Or even I get hold of the girl herself,
what then? 'Let's go for dinner and a movie?' She would probably accept, and
I know we'd have a good time, but it would be impossible to keep a thing
like that quiet. Pretty soon, thw whole junior high would be abuzz, and then
the high school. Eventually, the parents would get to know, and once that
happened, MY parents would get to know... not to mention every teacher in
the school, the school counselor (who would immediately try to "help" me
with my "problem"), the director of the school (who has made it clear that
if I cut out line one more time, it's expulsion for me -- I've gotten myself
into some trouble in the past), and a whole host of other people who would
be unlikely to see things my way. Not a pretty sight!

Ironically, the ones who would probably be the MOST open-minded -- by which
I mean that they would NOT come after Foxxe Fire with pitchforks and torches
-- are the girl's parents. I've never met them, but she says they pretty
much let her do her own thing. She said that on a recent trip to Europe,
they let her smoke and drink (and she was 11 at the time!). Well, she stayed
off the tobacco and out of the bottle, for which I told her I was proud of
her, but I think it shows that her parents are the sort who trust her to
make the right decisions for herself, even at an early age. Well, thank God
for small favors is all I can say!

And now that I think about it, the other junior high girls would handle it
well, too. Most girls that age who are interested in dating would prefer to
date older boys -- since the boys their age are for the most part still into
nastiness and cruelty as a means to secure social dominance... or something.
The other girls would most likely be jealous of the girl I went out with.
They would look up to my girl ("SHE got a date with Foxxe Fire!"), and might
even try to steal me away from her! :-) Or maybe I'm just flattering myself
and they would think it was "gross," too.

The best part about all this is that all the people who would be the most
revolted by my going out with this girl pride themselves on being liberal,
open-minded individuals. You know, respect the minorities, pretend to
'accept homosexuals as equals', that sort of thing. Yet judging by the way
they talk about pedophiles, I am almost sure they would ostrasize me. When
I carefully introduce the idea that pedophilia might just be a different
sexual orientation, I get one of two responses: a) They just laugh and say
it's sick or b) They shake their heads and say, 'Maybe so, but I'LL never
understand it,' in a tone of voice that makes it clear they don't want to.

So that's my position, ASGL-L fans. Let me know how you would handle it --
the ideal resolution would be to get the girl and keep from getting
hammered. Less ideal solutions include ones that get me the girl but also
the hammering, or lose the girl but also avoid the hammering. Getting the
hammering but NOT the girl is not a good option. :-) Start with the phone
call to her house and work from there. Thank you all in advance, and peace
out!

'Foxxe Fire'
-------------------------------------------------------------------


   [ Perhaps get one of her freinds to call on a mobile (do you
     have cheap mobile phones over there, everyone has them in
     Europe) and then pass it to you when she's on the line ? ]



'John' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------------

Hi all,

I keep promising to write a decent post and never do it.. so now
it's "crunch time" !  (I also keep forgetting to put my handle on
my previous short posts... it's John, which is all I could come up with...
hopeless I know !) Anyway... I want to tell all about my trip with an
adorable 10 year old... there's no other subject matter in my post so
feel free to scroll past if you're more interested in the discussion
threads !

Ok, it so happened that I met C, an extremely cute 10 year old LG
(I can't say exactly how I met her because it was on the TV news
in my country !)  I had the opportunity to take C (and her mother)
on a long 4 hour drive to another city.  C is about 5 feet, blonde
pigtails, blue eyes, and a shining happy face ! She was ecstatic
about the trip and sat in the back of the car next to her mum
(wished she could have sat in the front !) We bought her McDonalds
for breakfast, a family restaurant for lunch and then KFC for
dinner - talk about spoiling her (not very healthy I know..but
it was a treat !)... it was very cold at the outdoor event that
we had travelled to and the highlight of my day was making sure C
was warm enough... She wanted to wear her team's colors on the
outside, so the only way she'd wear my sweater as well was if
put it under hers !... I didn't hesitate and had her lift her
arms up... pulled her sweater off... put mine on her and then hers
back on top... this must have happened in about 30 seconds but
if I think back on it I can make it last hours !! She didn't
flinch like I thought she might... just thanked me and smiled
delightfully... the best part was arranging her pigtails again
outside the clothes and making sure she was all snug and warm...
her mother barely noticed and also just smiled when she saw
me shivering in a t-shirt in the wind and rain !  man, I would
have gladly accepted hypo-thermia for that experience... it
sounds pretty lame compared with some of the experiences discussed
here... but its gonna be one of my lasting memories.  On the long
drive home in the dark C said "I hope we're still a long way
from home because I don't want my trip to be over"... I think
I'm going to have that tatooed on my arm !! She was one of the
cutest kids I've met and sent me a thank you card the following
week, with her own drawings of the event on it.

Unfortunatly the event we went to was the last of the season...
but next season I'll drop C's mum a line and invite them on another
trip... I'm not brave enough to try to see her again under any
other pretext.  I'm already nearly getting myself in trouble by
hinting at work etc... that I might like girls that are quite
young... does anyone else here get that longing just to
tell someone how they feel ?  I've though about "accidently"
leaving Fresh Petals up on the PC when my girlfriend comes to
use it... it would be so cool if I had someone to speak to in
person... anyway, that's me.  Take care and stay safe everyone.

'John'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'Spike' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------------

Hi,

I have been reading this list for the past couple of months and I must
say that I am glad that I have found you guys. You guys have been discussing
things that have been on my mind for years. I "found out" that I was a
pedophile when I was 15. I was introduced to the notion of having a sexual
relationship with a child when I was introduced to a guy who was also 15 and
already in a relationship with a lg. I kinda walked in on them... and the
rest is history from then on. I want to say to the list that I completly
understand where you are coming from. For years, I have been cut-off from
friends and even some family for being a open pedophile. Obviously I cannot
hang out with kids like I want to because I have "come out" as you would say
and admitted that I was a pedophile. I must say that I feel better. Not
having to hide my preference. After talking with many of the girls that I
have had relationships, the police couldn't make anything "stick" on me to
make me look like one of those "child molesters" that hang out in the park
and attack girls. I am not that way... I don't think anybody on this list
is that way either. No, we're just your average "Joe" that loves kids,
preference "*" contained to you.

'Spike'
-----------------------------------------------------------------




'Desire' writes:
-----------------------------------------------------------------

I had a barbecue lately, and the person organizing it had 4 sons (2,
4, 6 and 8 yo). Although I would of course rather have seen one or
more daughters, I nevertheless had some great time with the oldest
one, first playing soccer, then tag, then he showing me around the
house, sometimes just sitting and laughing and talking. Some
observations I made:

1. Rationally speaking, the difference between a boy and a girl is
   only small. But somehow this small difference, makes a large
   difference for us. I now had a nice time, but nothing more than
   that. If it had been a girl I might well have felt I had the time
   of my life and fallen in love at the spot...

2. It's not nearly as hard for us to contact a child as I have in the
   past feared it was. I guess that's mightily good news.

3. He was walking through the fields, driving his kart over the road,
   climbing in the garden. Cities were never meant for children, they
   belong in the country.

--

'n.s. aristoff' reacted to my comments on RBT:

> I disagree.  The conclusion of the RBT research (which is a meta-analysis
> of all the available studies of college students, with certain samples
> eliminated for valid statistical reasons) is that there is no correlation
> between outcome and level of consent.  Not only is there no "strong
> relationship between consent and lack of harm" as you say, but there is NO
> relationship between consent and lack of harm.  There is NO relationship
> either between lack of consent and harm.  As RBT concluded:
>
>  "Adjustment was associated with level of consent for  men,
>  but not for women."

However, elsewhere in their article (upper left of page 45, if you
want to look it up), they also write:

  "This same caveat applies to consent because its two levels
  (unwanted versus willing and unwanted) were overlapping as well. The
  finding that most women (72%) reacted negatively to their CSA at the
  time it occurred implies that most of this CSA was unwanted and that
  the overlap between the two levels of consent was high. Thus, even
  though consent did not moderate intensity for women, a true
  difference as a function of consent may have been obscured. The
  finding that level of consent did moderate intensity for men is
  consistent with less overlap between the two levels of consent for
  men, becuase the majority of men (67%) reacted nonnegatively at the
  time."

In other words, the RBT research did not find a difference as a
function of consent for women, but this may well have been an
artifact of comparing the two largely overlapping possibilities of
'unconsenting' and 'any level of consent', rather than the absence
of an actual difference.

Of course I should once again make clear that RBT have certainly not
found any evidence that there IS an effect of willingness - it's just
that their evidence that there is NOT such an effect is not at all
convincing, and they do realize so themselves.

'Ianthe' wrote:

>    [ Full RBT paper is here: http://www.just-well.dk/rotterd.htm ]

Actually, this is not the paper itself, but a presentation of their
research (including two earlier papers). Still, as such it is the
best description of what RBT concluded (as well as what they did NOT
conclude) that is available to those who either cannot find the
original article, or find the statistics in it too hard to read.

--

'Foxxe Fire' wrote:
> What if I were to write an article -- something like "The Truth
> About Pedophilia" -- and see if I could gt it published in one of my
> hometown newspapers. I realize it's highly unlikely that they would
> be willing to publish a pro-pedo piece, but since both those
> newspapers have close to 900,000 subscribers each, it would be a
> big-time coup if they did! And even

I'll have to warn you: Most newspapers will out of principle NOT
publish your piece if they do not know who wrote it. You can request
anonimity, and they will undoubtedly grant that, but they have to
know who you are.

> But before I do that, I'd like to ask that we lay off guys like
> Braveheart -- all he's doing is sticking up for what he thinks is
> right. Who are we to try and stop him? I mean, I would think that
> pedophiles, of all people, would be reluctant to impose their morals
> on someone else!

Which is exactly the problem _I_ have with _him_. I don't mind that he
puts his boundaries different from me, but he clearly stated that
anyone who did not agree with him was a-moral and a terrible person
etcetera. I think he was right in some aspects. Although I still don't
want to say that having sex with a girl below twelve is _never_ good,
I must admit that I can indeed not think of a case where penetration
would be a good idea. Still, I strongly disagree with his reasoning.
However, I would not have reacted so harshly if it wasn't for HIM not
allowing ME my own opinions.

> Let the man have  his say, then go ahead and say your line. Don't
> bother quoting him and all that; it just leads to bitterness.

I disagree with that part. I want to have a discussion, and to me that
means looking at each other's arguments, and reacting to them. It led
to bitterness with me that he did NOT do so. He claimed to be reacting
to the criticism, but did hardly go into the arguments that were
raised. He mostly just re-stated his claims.

> In fact, don't even mention his name at all, just say that you'd
> like to comment on child sex, and then do so. When it gets personal,
> it gets ugly.

I never intended to get personal. I just wanted to react to his
arguments, and tell where I disagreed with them. To just give my own
ideas bypasses the point I'm trying to make.

> I honestly don't think there's any problem with having sex with children.
> Well, actually, I'd better rephrase that. I don't think there's anything
> wrong with sexual activity with child (petting, kissing, rubbing, making
> out). That stuff is fine -- and fun! Sexual INTERCOURSE is a little
> trickier, and it's more of a judgement call. There ARE times when even
> consensual sex is harmful. Now, of course, you have to play each situation
> by ear, but here are my general guidelines:

> A) She has to ask. ALL the initiative has to come from her. You cannot, in
> my opinion, even try to encourage her to have sex, or even say things like,
> "If you'd ever like to try sex, I'm there for you." I think comments like
> that can push a girl into doing something she wouldn't otherwise do, because
> she wants to please you. Remember, younger girls look up to you, and can
> interpret your slightest suggestion as a command.

That clearly depends on the girl. Such a statement could be too
coercive for some girls, but not for others. Sometimes it's just what
is needed to push them over a boundary they _want_ to cross, but don't
dare to. And I don't think 'wanting to please me' is TOO bad a reason
to have sex - or more precisely, the category contains both good and
bad reasons. Furthermore, you can never have 'all initiative' coming
from one side. You have to do something, if only to react positive to
her proposals.

> B) She has to know the consequences. This mainly applied to girls 8 and
> under; older ones usually already know. I don't mean like "you might get a
> disease" or "you might get pregnant." I mean she has to know that a lot of
> people would be very angry if they found out, and would put her into
> "therapy" in which they'd try to convince her that what the two of you did
> was evil. This should not take the form of a threat ("keep this secret, or
> you're busted!"), rather, it should be a straighforward statement of
> possible problems. Let the girl decide if it's worth the risk.

I agree, basically. She should know this kind of thing _before_ the
sexual behaviours start, and have decided _for herself_ that she is
willing to take that risk.

> C) You can't try to protect yourself. Don't try to cover your own butt by
> swearing her to secrecy and saying "I'm taking a big risk in doing this
> with, and if you tell ANYONE, I'll be in serious trouble." All this does is
> place a huge burden on a growing child -- and that's where the abuse comes
> from. Not from having sex, but from forcing her to cover it up under dire
> threats.

My personal opinion here is that I would simply _never_ do anything
sexual, or at least anything in the far-sexual region, unless I would
know that it would be okay with her parents. That is, at least with
a younger girl - and then I mean upto 12 at least. Only when she's
older than that, I would go beyond that, and then only when the girl
out of herself understands she should not tell.

I think your guidelines are reasonable, although I would myself put
them a little different - looser on A, stricter on C. And I think it's
no problem to discuss them this way - as long as we accept each other's
opinions.

--

'Bandersnatch' wrote to 'Greengrass':
> I'm sorry that none of us has responded to you so far; you posted
> in the middle of the 'Braveheart' flaming session :(

I'm not sure that it's the 'Braveheart' situation that caused this.
For me, the reason I did not react to Greengrass was simply that I
would not know what to advise, and I preferred giving no advice to
giving advice in what would basically be a random way.

--

'?' wrote:
> I do intend writing a longer post soon... I have to tell you about my day
> with a gorgeous 10 year old lg, but in the meantime I've been playing with
> geocities.  This site would be better off on another host so if anyone knows
> what to do with it let me know (its at Geocities cos I can't program in
> HTML and I don't know how to "ftp" etc...etc... so I use their no-brainer
> "geobuilder" until I'm not so thick !)

Sorry, but I do not understand what you mean with '...what to do with
it'. Do you want us to give you ideas on which server to try, or on
how to move your site, or on how to learn ftp, or...?

--

> Have any of you been paying attention to the case of the Aberdeen
> schoolteacher who has just got off with an admonishment for (as the
> media in the UK have  insisted on describing it) "smacking" his
> 8-year-old daughter?

As before, I would like to point out another doubleness here: suppose
the father instead of hurting his daughter offered to sooth her
buttocks to diminish the pain. Not a practice that I think is very
good either, but certainly better than smacking her. Would he have
gotten out the same way? I don't think so! It seems that the limits
for hurting a child are less strict than for giving her pleasure.
Strange world...

--

'Marasmus' wrote:
> So then I started wondering if this is what I've got to look forward
> to -- pining away for indifferent children, unreciprocated desire, all
> that.  Loving children in this way seems so pointless, I mean, what
> purpose can it serve?  It doesn't make any sense to me.  Well, that's
> about where I am right now.  Be seeing you,

Not necessarily. Of course it will happen often, but there are cases
too where the girl DOES reciprocate your feelings. Not in a sexual
way, perhaps, but certainly regarding wanting to be with you, liking
you, appreciating your attention, maybe even falling in love with
you. I had such a wonderful thing going on with Marleen until her
father forbade the contact. And Simon, as he told me, has an even
better thing going on at the moment with his S.

--

> Hi, I have only written once before. I just wanted to ask how you
> guys deal with the loneliness of it.

Well, I have this group, and BoyChat. I meet other GLs and BLs. I have
a social life outside girl-love. And of course I enjoy every little
minute I can spend with a little angel!

> Other than this group or some
> usenet newsgroups (if not already censored), there is no human
> companionship. I will never know another GL because I will never speak
> out of my closet.

Maybe that's a reason that you should...

> The boylovers have their NAMBLA or whatever. But
> what does GL's have?

Here in Europe I know a few pedophile organisations, which are for
both GLs and BLs. For example, here in the Netherlands there is
Martijn (of which I am a member since January), as well as the
'working group young-old relationships' of the NVSH (Dutch Sexual
Reform Association).

> For those who don't own a computer, or have access
> to this information, they tend to see themselves as 'evil'. The only
> identifying "role models" for most are the criminals whom the media
> gives us. That realization in and of itself is scary.

Yes, it's scary. I fear there are pedophiles who feel their only
choices are to deny their feelings, or to abuse children. I know, and
I think almost all of us know, that there is a third route as well. I
think that that is an important role for groups like ASGL - showing
each other that we can be who we are without breaking the law and/or
making the little ones suffer.

--

'Entropy' wrote:
> Some I just met on the street and where you'd expect them: Scouting,
> behaving in the most suspicious ways towards girls.

How do you start contact with such a person? I have one friend that I
think might be a boy-lover, but how can I become sure without scaring
him away if it appears that he is not - or that he is, but does not
know it himself?

> Oh yeah, some peds found me, because there
> must be over 200 people knowing me personally,
> that know about my orientation.

You must not be a really lonely man, then. There wouldn't be 200
people who know me personally, I think. As for knowing my orientation:
officially only my parents and one friend who himself is an 'out' BL
know, but in reality several of my colleagues do to. And then there is
a large list of people who might or might not know.

> Yeah, that I guess is one the few real confirmations
> we seem to get, one of the few actual FACTS that we
> are not making this up.

Another one: I have already twice been told by people that a girl
seemed to have an eye on me or be in love with me.

--

'Moonmin' wrote:
> I seem to be the only one on this mailing list who DOESN'T have lg
> wallpaper plastered over the monitor. I'd better conform before I'm
> drummed out of the ASGL in disgrace!

Don't worry, I don't have LG wallpaper either. But I must say that
the only reason for that is that I've never bothered to try to find
out how to get a wallpaper on this thing...

--

'Sticky Rick' wrote:
> How many of you would be open to loving a little girl with physical
> disabilities such as blindness, deafness, etc.?

Sure! There might be things that might turn me away from a little
girl, but physical disabilities certainly are not among them.

> I might want to take a course in sign language. Imagine the
> loneliness and isolation that many little deaf girls must feel.
> Wouldn't it be wonderful to bring love and joy into the life of
> a pretty girl such as this?

Funny, I have indeed sometimes been thinking about learning sign
language - just because it seemed a fun thing to do. However, I have
never done it because I would have no-one to sign with anyway. But
provide me with a cute, deaf little girl who likes to be with me, and
I'll be applying for the course first thing tomorrow morning!

--

From the press clippings:
> "It is a disgrace that the length of the sentence is
> different depending on the age of the girl," a source close
> to Straw said yesterday.

And it's not a disgrace that the mere fact of punishability is
depending on age?

> "Everyone knows that the age of consent is 16 and anything else is
> against the law. There should be no distinction between the two
> offences."

In other words, Straw wants to have the same punishment for everything
that is against the law?

> [ If "sex" means "intercourse" rather than indecent assault
>   (fondling, etc.) then this would seem to be largely a
>   cheap publicity stunt for Straw -- because Crown Court and
>   magistrates' courts conviction records for 1994 showed
>   that just 65 people were convicted of unlawful sexual
>   intercourse with a girl under 13 - and I would suspect
>   that many of those are teens who a judge would not want
>   to sentence to life.  This will be even more true in the
>   case of 13-15 year olds. ]

Well, I would not be too sure about that - reading the piece he is
talking about life sentence as the _automatic penalty_, only to be
revoked when the person is regarded "no longer a danger to the young"
by doctors, psychiatrists and social workers. Apparently the only role
judges will have in this is establishing guilt.

Also, intercourse with 13-15 year olds is undoubtedly much more common
than with under-13s, also among adult men. Even among pedophiles the
number of men who would have intercourse with under-13s would be low
(despite my own stance in the recent debate, even without the current
laws the situations in which I would do so would be so rare that I'd
probably never do it), but those that would do so with 15 year olds
are much more common. 12 year olds mostly have not yet gone through
puberty, 15 year olds have, making intercourse much less objectionable
both from a physical and from a psychological point of view.

> In a speech tomorrow, Blair will say: "Fourteen and
> 15-year-olds are still children and should not be having
> children. We should not condone their actions."

at the same time...

> Blair is also said to have personally intervened to
> veto any relaxation in prescribing laws for contraceptives,
> after protests by David Blunkett, Secretary of State
> for Education and Employment.

> A Whitehall source said: "There will be no condom machines
> in schools and there is no question of dishing out the
> Pill in schools."

In other words, we're going to punish teenagers who make a mistake,
but we are not going to help them not to do so.

Hearing story after story about British politics, I get more and more
the impression that Blair is trying to outdo Thatcher in conservatism.

> USA: implications for false allegations ?
(about an article showing that 10% of a group of people started to
believe their own lies)

And that was the score with people who had _once_ been told to _make
up_ things. Not people who were _repeatedly_ told that their fantasies
_were_ the truth. No miracle you get even more self-believing fantasts
in that case.

'Desire'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Simon' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Hi all my friends!

It has been a long time since I posted but I have two very
important reason. One is that our site(baumstark-online.de)
is updated and starts on 15th July. baumstark also is a
judical person [legal entitity, incorporated ? ] now, a
fact that was a lot of work, too.  The second reason is
eight years old and the nicest and most beautiful girl
in the world. :-) But more about us when there is more time.

First for the press cuttings:
>_Calls for warning ads on international flights_

Here in Germany the sommer holidays are starting and some
child-protecton group started an information campaign
against child-prostitution. The campaign was focused on
flights the far-east. The airport comany now decided to
host an exibition about that topic during the whole
holidays!!!

Congratulations "Duesseldorf airport" !

--

And a short comment on the last posting:

'Entropy', I'd like to hug you! I also try to live as open
as possible. I told a lot of peoples about my feelings
and founded an official pedo-organisation but did not yet
manage to tell my parents about me. :-(

--

[ Sounds cool - I'd live in one of those roads! :) ]

I lived in such a road(in my mother's house) since three
years. It was a street that was built to a place where a
gardening-center was. Now there were 14 houses with
together 28 children. And I was among them. :-)

Unfortunatelly that was before I noticed I _love_ girls.
I only knew I liked them in sexual sense, so it was more
a torture than a nice thing for me to live there.

Today I would be glad...

Huggs to you all,

'Simon'
--------------------------------------------------------------------



'Maarten E.' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------------

>One time Z started whispering in my ear and, good god, it was like nothing
>I'd felt before, my whole body was flooded with endorphins. I still kind
>of shudder a little thinking about it.

I have not cried for a long time, but after reading this I started
crying. I am very happy to have found this list, but at the same time
it makes me feel very sad inside. It makes me happy to see that a lot
of _intellectual_ people joined this list. But it makes me feel
really sad to read that most of you also feel the same loneliness
I feel.

>Woman are more about security than love.
>A little girl on the other hand wants nothing more than love, company,
>attention and affection.

Yes, I agree. I feel really attracted to young girls, especially
the 10 yo daughter of my neighbors. When we're together we always
smile to each other, blink to each other. She always comes to me
for some reason and stands very close to me, I mostly try to
touch her and she seems to really like it. A few weeks ago I saw
here lying in the garden, in the sun. I have been staring at
her for more than 30 minutes. She made the most beautiful picture
I'd ever seen. I just want to hold her, touch her, be with her.
And yes, I have a sexual desire for her. I even stare at a picture
I found on the web, with a girl that looks just like her, all day.

I'm pretty sure she would like to have sex with me too, but I
really don't dare to do so. I don't want to go to jail, but
especially I don't want people to start calling me a pedophile.
When they'll find out about my feelings, I'll surely lose my
job and I'll lose contact with a lot of nice people I know.
This is why I've been feeling really sad and lonely for a few
years now.

What do you folks think I should do in this situation. I
don't want any trouble, but I really want to be intimate
with here. Does the law make any difference between sex
with a minor if they want it with you or don't really
want it (especially Dutch law, but other countries as well)?
Should I move to Japan?

Are there medicines that may help me to stop liking young
girls? Note: I know I'm not sick, it is a very natural feeling,
but I just can't stand the loneliness. The loneliness is
the real problem.

There are some people on this list who told their family
and relatives that they have special feelings towards
young girls. I am wondering... how do these people react
to you and how do _you_ feel, when you're smiling to a
young girl and one or more people you told it to see this
(for example your parents)?

I am also wondering: are there people on this list who are
(sexually) extra attracted to toddlers. Sometimes when I
see a young child I feel the same thing I mostly do when
I'm with a +-8 yo girl. I know this list is especially for
people who like girls under 14, but do you think, for most
of us, there is a minimum age too?

The last few years I've also been sporting less to make
sure I wouldn't get too big muscles, which I think would
scare little girls. Are there other people on this list
who like to stay young just because they hope little girls
might like this more or the community would accept their
love toward little girls easier?

Now that I've said all this, I feel a bit better. It is a
good thing that we can share some of our feelings on this list.

'Maarten E.'
----------------------------------------------------------------



'Bandersnatch' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------

Welcome back from 'lurkerdom', 'Sir A.J.'! Perhaps you were
afraid we might erect a statue of you!

--

'Sanctuary' wrote:
>I was sitting at the back of the bus among this family of girls.
>The girls are very cute and reserved and their mother is very
>'alternative' looking but she is very domineering. I am looking
>around the bus and of course noticing the girls when the mother
>calls outloud "Stop drooling over my daughter". I was flabberghasted
>and tried to defend myself but they still moved to the front of the
>bus and tried their best to ignore me. They said a few words to the
>bus driver. I wonder what they said. I think the bus driver would
>have laughed it off. It's a good thing I will not be taking that
>route for awhile...

This is very strange. Are you sure you weren't wearing your 'I am a pedo'
tee-shirt? How old were the girls, and was it any particular daughter you
were supposed to be 'drooling' over?

--

UK subscribers can watch CHAPLIN on BBC2 at 10.40pm on Saturday 19
June, the biography of the comic actor. I don't know whether the
film shows anything of his alleged predilection for young girls.

'Bandersnatch'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'C.L. Wheels' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

'Desire' wrote:
>I wrote a letter to Marleen's father.
<SNIP>
>Let's see if I get an answer.

I must admit, you have guts to write such a letter to her dad. I
know I wouldn't have the courage to ask a girl's parents why I am
not allowed to see them anymore. I do hope you get an answer and
that it is not a nasty reply.

>Imagine a girl in a short, hiked-up skirt,
>sitting on her heels. And then imagine your face at about 10-20 cm
>distance, at the same height. I like a panty flash, but this went
>too far. Especially because she also asked 'Do you want to see my
>peepee?" Believe it or not, I was actually glad her grandmother
>just
>happened to call her at that same moment...

WOW! I have to admit public panty flashes, and offers of letting an
adult see a girl's private regions does tend to make one nervous as
hell! Been there, done that, reacted much like you did. I am just
glad her grandmother didn't see or hear it. Like I've said many a
time, a child's parents or guardians really scare me in situations
like that. Unless of course, I am on good terms with them.

--

'Huio' wrote:
>But, on a lighter note - ever notice how a girl notices you when
>you
>notice them, but at the same time their parents or adults don't
>see a damn thing.

Ahh yes! The subtle and flirtatious glances between gl and lg! It's
happened to me on rare occasions and it makes me feel really warm
inside that a lg would respond that way to me. However, I never let
it go further than that. Although I do remember the last time it
happened, the young girl about 10-years-old was not with any adults.
I could have easily struck up a conversation with her. But I didn't.
I was just too paranoid.

>--"it's a good thing"

You must live in the USA, and must watch Martha Stewart, (a rather
well-known do-it-yourself-er) on TV, because that is the exact phrase
she uses all the time. :-) Forgive me if I am wrong, it just seemed
too obvious that you should put that exact quote in quotation marks.

--

'Sihme' wrote:
I wrote :
>>Maybe, just maybe she isn't ready for a guy my age to say those
>>words to her. Perhaps somewhere deep inside me I know this to be
>>true, and my own common sense tells me in it's silent way to keep
>>quiet.

'Sihme' responds:
>If the nature of your relationship is close, I think that telling
>her
>would make her so happy!  Especially if she the type to not be as
>accepted as she would like.  Tell her! Go on!  Who cares what
>happens :)  Just phrase it in a way that, should things be
>misinterpreted, can easily be explained away.

Well I never said our relationship was *close*. It is in fact more
like that of an acquaintance type of relationship rather than a
friendship relationship. She hasn't been over to my place in months,
and it seems she's busy with friends, both girls and boys, her own
age. If she wanted more from me, I would assume that she would let
me know in one way or another. Maybe not coming right out and saying
so, but by her actions. However, her actions say that she doesn't
want to be anything more than casual friends. That is fine with me.
I am the responsible adult, and won't push the issue. I would rather
keep her as an acquaintance than not have her at all if she doesn't
respond well to my true feelings for her.

--

'Slider' wrote:
>>I wish I could invite you to my "favorite vacation spot,"
>>I bet with the beauty, openness and willingness of the 11, 12
>>year olds you wouldn't last 2 days and throw your
>>guidelines overboard and start living and loving  :)

I responded:
>I'll go! Invite me! ROFL! I wish I could find a place like that.
>Not
>that sex is at all important, just the fact that I yearn for *some*
>kind of contact with lg's. Something similar to my non-sexual
>relationship with 'A' from the time she was 8 until she was 11,
>would be *perfect*! However, I don't think Ianthe would allow you
>to
>post details of that vacation spot here, as it may give some aspect
>s
>of your true identity away.

'Ianthe' added:
>   [ And, although Slider was of course not talking about "sex",
>     it might contravene the new UK laws on "conspiracy to promote
>     sex tourism". ]

Oops, I didn't write clearly enough. I most certainly didn't think
it was a sex tourism thing. My apologies if it sounded like I did. I
was thinking along the lines of perhaps a public family nudist park,
or something similar where everyone, children included are very
open-minded and willing to befriend everyone, not just people their
own ages. Again, my apologies.

--

'Sanctuary' wrote:
>I was sitting at the back of the bus among this family of girls.
>The girls are very cute and reserved and their mother is very
>'alternative' looking but she is very domineering. I am looking
>around the bus and of course noticing the girls when the mother
>calls outloud "Stop drooling over my daughter". I was
>flabberghasted
>and tried to defend myself but they still moved to the front of the
>bus and tried their best to ignore me. They said a few words to the
>bus driver. I wonder what they said. I think the bus driver would
>have laughed it off. It's a good thing I will not be taking that
>route for awhile...

What gall that woman had to do that to you publicly! That is exactly
the reason I do my best *not* to take more than a glancing look at
children on the bus. Obviously the bus driver had enough sense to
realize you weren't being perverted or he would have told you to get
off the bus. Now I have and probably will continue to smile at kids
on the bus, that is if they smile back at me. Most parents don't
seem to mind that, as long as I don't push the envelope, so to
speak, and not continue to 'eye' the child. Isn't public
transportation just wonderful? LOL!

--

'Girluardian' writes:
>The little girls I have known have never used me for anything or
>betrayed me.

Me neither! Unlike some adults I have known, both in childhood and
adulthood. That is one of the reasons why I am so attracted to
little girls; they're not corrupt! (Well, most of them aren't :-))

--

'BlueSeal' wrote:
>Last night (thursday) I thought I was going to have the best
>experience
>ever. Bigstar.com, in ascociation with Yahoo Chat, was going to
>host a
>live chat event with the Mary-Kate & Ashley Olsen!
<SNIP>
>There
>were also a few onnoxious guys, who decided it would be fun and
>portray
>themselves as the typical internet 'perverts', chanting how they
>would
>love to f*ck them, and all the other sexual slant you can possibly
>think off.

That makes me *sick*! I mean I have my fantasies about the Olsen
Twins but I would never say anything so rude, and socially
unacceptable in a chat session *with* them!

>The whole event left me with a terrible feeling. As if it isn't bad
>enough that the general view of pedophilia equals pictures of sick
>and
>deranged child molsters, here are some guys who can think of
>nothing
>better to do then to enter such an event and amplify this picture
>with
>such obnoxcious behaviour. This whole thing has been my most
>disapointing and depressing internet experience ever!

It only takes a handful of deranged sickos to make the entire world
hate us good-intentioned girl-lovers! My only hope is that Mary-Kate
and Ashley never saw those crude postings, lest they never come
online again. BTW... I do hope their show "Two of a Kind" does
return on ABC in the Fall! They are the cutest 13-year-olds I have
ever seen!

--

'Marasmus' wrote:
>So I had given up hope and started getting wistful
>and withdrawn, thinking this really sucks and I want to go home and
>why did I come here just to set myself up for disappointment, and
>then
>I hear H's grandmother talking, saying 'Oh, H has had a crush on
>K's
>brother for the longest time...'  That was like a punch in the
>stomach, just to top the whole thing off.  I was privately
>humiliated
>and spent the rest of the day sulking.  On the way home my brother
>pointed out how cute H is, that she's going to be hot when she gets
>older.  I wanted to tell him to fu*k off.

What do you expect? I mean kids are attracted to kids. That is the
normal thing for kids to do. Don't sulk about it, accept it. Easy to
say, hard to do, I know. But sulking isn't going to change anything.
Get on with your life, find another lg who wants your attention.
There are plenty of them out there somewhere.

>So then I started wondering if this is what I've got to look
>forward
>to -- pining away for indifferent children, unreciprocated desire,
>all
>that.  Loving children in this way seems so pointless, I mean, what
>purpose can it serve?  It doesn't make any sense to me.

The purpose it can serve, especially to a child who responds to it,
is understanding, affection, and companionship. You can teach her
things that she won't learn from her age-mate peers. (No, I am not
talking about sex.) You and she can be happy, and enjoy one
another's company. That's what it's about. BUT... you have to wait
for the *right* lg to come along.

--

'Entropy' wrote:
>Which brings me to the subject of 'vibes'.
<SNIP>
>...there is some real chemistry going on.
>That it's not just happening in our own perverted
>minds, but in the perverted minds of little girls
>as well! =)
>No non-paedophile emits these vibes. No
>normal adult can pick up little-girl vibes,
>let alone appreciate them.

Perverted? No, I don't thing it's perverted, I think it's
child-like. :-) I know when I am around children, I am more
child-like in my thinking and even my behavior. On the subject of
vibes, I totally agree with you. We see and feel things that
non-pedo-sexuals can't and will never be able to. We're just 'tuned
in' to lg's more than they are.

--

'Sticky Rick' writes:
>How many of you would be open to loving a little girl with physical
>disabilities such as blindness, deafness, etc.?

Well, being disabled myself, I went to a school that taught children
who had varying disabilities. (Deaf, blind, paralyzed, mentally
handicapped, etc.) All but two of my girlfriends had some sort of
disability. They're no different than non-disabled kids. They have
the same feelings, same desires, needs, etc. They need to be loved
just like everyone else, and I was glad to love them.

>I might want to take a course in sign language. Imagine the
>loneliness and isolation that many little deaf girls must feel.
>Wouldn't it be wonderful to bring love and joy into the life of
>a pretty girl such as this?

Sign language is so beautiful. I had a little deaf girlfriend when I
was an older teen. We 'talked' to each other all the time at school
and I loved her very much. It was her father that got in the way and
told me not to 'talk' to her anymore. :-( Deaf kids aren't lonely
and isolated, rather, they do have friends who either are also deaf
or are hearing but know sign language. BUT... I will say this about
disabled kids (and adults as well), the non-disabled adult world
tends to either shun or patronize them. They feel sorry for the way
they are. That is one of the reasons I choose not to have
conversations with other adults as often as I would if I were
talking with a child.

--

Whew... Sorry for the long winded post but I had two issues to reply
to. On a personal note, today I saw 6-year-old 'J' playing by
herself outside my apartment. We struck up a small conversation and
she wanted to take a walk with me outside. However, I told her it
was too hot for me to do that. It wasn't a lie either. It got up
into the triple digits today! YIKES! She was wearing a dress with a
short skirt, and of course I got a look at her underwear several
times as she was playing on the ground. It was rather loose fitting,
but not so loose as to see any private skin. Some of you may think
that is an inapropriate thing for a girl-lover to do, looking up a
lg's skirt, but it was noticible so I noticed it. No harm done.
Anyway, we said our good-byes as she had to go inside for luch, and
as she was closing my door, I said "love you"! I did it... I told
her I loved her! I didn't plan it, it just rolled off my tongue. I
don't know if she heard me, realized what I said, or just ignored
it, but she seemed rather indiferent about it. Perhaps the next time
I see her I may ask her if she heard what I said and how she felt
about it? Well enough from me, just wanted to let you know about
today!

'C.L. Wheels'
--------------------------------------------------------------------



'Rasputin's Dog' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------------

Hello All,

I've been a little busy, so it's been a couple weeks
and I'm going to attempt to get caught up.

There was a carnival in town a few weeks ago.
Naturally I went, I love the atmosphere, I love all
the liitle girls running around having a blast. I took
my camera. Since it was a public event on public
property, US law allows you photograph whoever you
want without seeking their permission. I enjoy
photography and was photographing the various sights,
when something or rather someone caught my sight. I
watched her out of the corner of my eye for a bit. She
was on a bike and was wearing a loose fitting blouse.
As she leaned over the handel bars I got a nice view
of nipples. I watched her for a while longer then went
on. Latter while I was speaking with an old friend, it
hit me what it was about her that had caught my eye.
She struck me as being a nymphet. I broke off at the
earliest opportunity and beagn to persue her with my
camera (maybe persue isn't the best word,
"determinately follow" is more apprpriate) and I took
as many photos of her as I could. I didn't want her
think I was stalking her. Later I was taking some more
pictures when I noticed "Cassandra" (for those that
remember my posts about her). She had her hair cut
short and it took a few minutes before I recognised
her. She was with her father. This was a surprise to
me, because when I had last seen her she hadn't seen
her father since she was two. Our relationship I
always believed was based on my being a kind of
substitute dad to her. She often spoke of wanting to
know her dad, but I always secretly feared that
because I knew that I would no longer be needed to
fill that void and our relationship would fade away. I
had thought of attempting to reunite with Cassandra,
but I have given all hope of that. I glad though that
she is happy. Besides I have mostly moved on anyway.
Which ties into my current relationship, but I have
one more event to relate from the carnival then we'll
get to that. I was with the old friend again and a
couple of girls that he knew through someone came up
and say hi and asked him if he had any tickets, he
didn't, but I did, I gave them the remainder of mine
and as a reward I got a big hug from one of the girls.
Ah, sometimes it's the little things that feel so
good.

Now onto my current relationship. After having come
to the realization that I would probably never reunite
with Cassandra, I took it to mind to find a new lg
with whom to persue a realtionship. I began noticing a
spunky little blond down the street form me. I'll call
her "Katy". Katy is nine years old and very beautiful.
She is outgoing and kind with a hint of
mischieviousness to her. As I pondered how I could get
to know my cousin "Mindy" came to mind. I decided I
would spend a little more time than usual with mindy
this summer. She's ten and tall for her age, a
brunette, she has the cutest little chubby belly from a
few too many snacks and few too many of her mothers
genes, but she's not fat, she's very affectionate, and
loves spending time with me. I began my crusade about
a month or so ago, but it has taken one strange and
unexpected twist: I've fallen in love with Mindy. I
began a journal dedicated to my endevours with the
girls in my neighborhood, which is basically Mindy and
Katy. I love to share some of it with everyone if
you'd be interested in hearing it. I've got to go for
today so til next time.

'Rasputin's Dog'
----------------------------------------------------------------



Fred writes
----------------------------------------------------------------

Sanctuary reported what a woman on the bus said:
>"Stop drooling over my daughter!"

Should've casually replied "Oh sorry, I've just been to the
dentist and my lips are numb. Here, hold my groceries for me,
I'll wipe it off the girl's leg. My my isn't she cute?"

'Fred'
---------------------------------------------------------------




'sLeepOVER'
---------------------------------------------------------------

Hi Ianthe. I'm not sure how long I'll be back online again, but
I was hoping that you might re-add me to the list for the
duration. I've truly missed you all and would be grateful to
participate once again. In any event, please say "Hi" for me
to all the regulars and newcomers alike, tell them I'm planning
a huge sleepover and that it's B.Y.O.CD's {Bring Your Own
CD's} :P

Appreciatively,

'sLeepOVER'
-------------------------------------------------------------------



'Desire' writes (again):
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Next Wednesday on the Dutch radio a program about Rev. Hans Visser's
work for pedophiles and the group of people around him. For those of
you that do not know him, Hans Visser is the minister of the Paulus
Church in Rotterdam. He is very famous in the Netherlands for his work
among hard drug addicts, but he also devotes himself to work for other
groups of people with difficulties - illegal workers, refugees, and
people from sexual minorities, especially pedophiles. In December he
organized a conference 'the other side of the coin', with Bausermann
and Tromovitch as the main speakers. His own talk for that conference
can be found at http://www.fpc.net/pages/desire/visser2.html

Rev. Visser now takes pedophiles under his protection as well.

VPRO Gids, 19-25 June 1999

In the sixties and seventies a somewhat tolerated minority, nowadays
the pariahs of society. The image of pedophilia is swinging back since
Oude Pekela [1], child porn networks on Internet and the Dutroux case:
each pedosexual is a potential child rapist and child murderer. The
massive public anger against fornicators expresses itself in threats,
verbal abuse and physical violence. Swimming pools which exclude single
men, residents who take the law in their own hands and a probation
officer who pleads for life imprisonment.

Someone who takes pity on the -in the meanwhile- most vilified group in
ur society is 'dope minister' Rev. Hans Visser of the Paulus Church
in Rotterdam. According to him, there is a true witch hunt and
'pedo-hatred' going on Soon he will start consulting hours for
pedophiles. Visser: 'We have to keep up the conversation with
pedophiles. The reality happens to be that there are people who fall
for children. It is as impossible to deny that as it is to deny that
there are pedophiles who deal with their feelings in an unwise way and
cause damage. But we cannot put them below ground or lock them up in
TBS-clinics [2]. I think it is very sad that all pedophiles are now
thrown in a heap with people like Dutroux. That is unacceptable and has
the effect that we are destroying these people, or that they become a
timebomb and indulge themselves in a sexual contact. Then we get real
accidents, but then we have asked for it ourselves'.

Radio director Mirjam de Winter sketches an image of the group of
sexologists, psychiatrists, care workers and pedophiles by whom the
minister is informed. There is great fear among pedophiles. They feel
driven against a wall and have nowhere to go with their feelings and
problems. De Winter: 'At the moment there are many walking around with
suicidal tendencies. Reactions from society like "lock up and kill off"
I find shocking. Although it is not my intention to make a plea for
pedophilia, I think we have gone too far.'

Would she herself allow a pedophile to associate with her children? De
Winter: 'Hard question. Only if I know that person well and can trust
that he is not looking for sexual contact. And by the time that my son
is 14 or 15 years old, I fear that my word will not carry much weight
anyway. I will not welcome it, but what to do if my son says he's in
love?'

The program (containing interviews with a pedophile, a sexologist and
Rev. Visser himself) will be aired on Dutch Radio 5, Wednesday 23
June, 13.05-13.45.

[1]: A famous Dutch large-scale child sex abuse case. Probably based
on mass hysteria rather than real abuse, but we can never be sure
that it was not the latter.

[2]: TBS (Ter Beschikking Stelling aan de regering) is a forced
psychiatric treatment, which can be ordered by the judge in a criminal
case.

Date: Wednesday 23 June, Radio 5, 13.05-13.45.

'Desire'
----------------------------------------------------------------------



'Andre' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

I have taken down my movie pages, as I have not been able to update
them weekly or nearly-weekly. I will keep giving movie advices every
now and again on this list, but I will take less time to select the
movies, because of which it will be more likely I miss one or more.

Saturday, 10.40-12.25, SBS6: The little princess (USA, 1939, musical)
 - Shirley Temple (10)

Shirley's widowed father has to fight in the Boer Wars, so she has to
go to boarding school with an evil head mistress. Her father is
presumed killed, but she keeps believing that one day he'll be back.
Sir A.J. was negative about this version of the story, stating that
Shirley kept acting as a five year old.

Sunday, 14.20-16.00, RTL4: No dessert dad, til you mow the lawn
 (USA, 1994, comedy) - Alison Mack

Some children hypnotize their parents and use this to their advantage.

Sunday, 1.10-3.40, ZDF: The inn of the sixth happiness (UK/USA, 1958,
 drama)

A missionary sister (Ingrid Bergman) goes to China during the thirties.
She leads a group of orphans through war territory to safety.

Tuesday, 20.55-22.59, VRT1: Her desperate choice (USA, 1996, drama) -
 Hanna Hall (10?)

A woman suspects her ex-husband of molesting their daughter, but
cannot prove it. When they get joint custody, she flees and goes
underground with her daughter.

Tuesday, 22.55-0.50, Canvas (VRT2): L'amant (The Lover) (France/UK,
 1991) - Jane March (17)

Based on the semi-autobiographical novels 'The Lover' and 'The North
China Lover' by Marguerite Dumas, about her (sexual) love affair with
a Chinese man at the age of 15.

Thursday, 12.00-13.45, RTL4: The man in the moon (USA, 1991, drama) -
 Reese Witherspoon (14)

A 14 year old girl falls in love with an older neighbour boy, but he
prefers her older sister.

Friday, 0.00-1.35, RTL4: Other women's children (USA, 1993, drama)

A pediatrician's son falls ill, and she now has to choose between
taking care of him and her job.

But what you really should be watching this week is your radio's
button: Wednesday, 13.05-13.45, Radio 5: Opsluiten en afmaken.
Documentary about Hans Visser, and the group of sexologists,
psychiatrists, care workers and pedophiles around him, and their
work for pedophiles.

'Andre'
----------------------------------------------------------------------


'Corman' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------------

Corman, here.

I hope everyone is well.  I have been very busy lately.  My
daughter is three and a half months old now and as beautiful
as ever.  I am still frightened that one day I will harm
her so I have been trying to satisfy my desires visually
instead of physically.  I have purchased a few David
Hamilton books and some Hamilton videos.

On the 28th of May, Ianthe reported in Fresh Petals that
the Jessica's Spice Girl's Party video was legitimate.
I already had it and let me tell you folks... wow!  True,
it was handheld and not as clear as the digital pics, but
Jessica does give a private fashion show imitating some
famous people (very cute).  The video also contains something
better than the pool pics... a trip to the beach with
Jessica and a friend.  The friend is 'chunky', but wears
the tiniest of bikinis.  Jessica is wearing the same
lime green suit as in some of the web site pics, but
this time it is wet!  The cartwheels are to die for!
I had to wonder why a mother would offer such a video
to absolute strangers over the Internet.  Are little
girl's actually going to have their parents buy a video
about someone else's party?  Who else would buy it but
a pedophile?  The answer came near the end of the tape,
just before the cartwheels.  AS JESSICA DIGS IN THE
SAND, HER MOM ZOOMS IN ON HER BUTT FOR A FEW SECONDS
BEFORE FADING OUT!!  Was this an accident?  The video
is heavily edited so why was this left in?  The answer
- who knows?

Regardless, the video is great.  I went back to the site
recently and could not find the video offer.  Maybe Mom
just realized only men where ordering the tape and all
the shipping addresses were P.O. boxes!

--

On March 14 Ianthe reported in Fresh Petals  -

> ' http://www.film.de/shop/ apparently has a film
> Verfuhrt & aufgeklart 3 - Freiheit fur die Liebe
> which I'm told... "is a movie from 1969 about sex.
> Nothing special except one three-minute section
> about children in which two pre-teen girls undress
> and make love :-)" This is just a tip I've been
> sent so don't blame me if it's not what it seems!" '

Oh, Ianthe, it is exactly what it says!  I did the
same thing all you Americans did.  I went to the site
and said, that doesn't do me any good, the video is
in PAL [European video] format.  Well, I bought it
anyway and sent it to CVMC (http://www.childhoodvisions.holowww.com/).

Now you can rent it in the US!!  If you are not a member,
mention "Corman" when you join.  Thanks.  Anyway, for
those of you who won't be seeing it, it is three minutes
of bliss as a 12 and a 9-year-old strip for you, right
there, bang, full frontal nudity!  They kiss, the
younger one fondles the 12-year-old's budding breasts
and then they intertwine on the bed.  I guarantee you
will wear out the pause feature when the little one
arches her back.  To finish it off, the 9-year-old
gets on a rubber ball and bounces around the room!
True, not as graphic as all of our minds hoped it
would be.  But what more do you want in a legal video
of a mainstream film?

O.K., so that's what I have been doing lately.  No
new little love interests in my life.  Not even any
prospects.  I just stay up late, watch my videos,
and dream.

'The Corman'
------------------------------------------------------------------



'Sihme' writes :
------------------------------------------------------------------

Hello again all,

'Sticky Rick' wrote:
>How many of you would be open to loving a little girl with
>physical disabilities such as blindness, deafness, etc.?

Now this is something I've thought about a fair bit!   And
certainly, the idea is indeed a sweet one.  Isn't that interesting?
In many ways, a girl blighted with a disability such as deafness
is supremely attractive.. but why?  It seems to evoke the same
sort of feeling as the idea of befriending a little girl who doesn't
have any friends, or who is neglected by her parents and lonely
and unloved.  The knowledge, I suppose, that one would be so
appreciated is irrestistable.  But is it such an ego thing?  Who
can tell?

Conversely, girls who are very pretty (and know it) and who
are very popular tend to be quite unattractive to me.  Girls
happily ensconced in loving families where they want for
nothing... the attraction to them is significantly less.

Girls who don't have many other people associated with them
are more attractive no matter what age they are.
Perhaps the whole basis for my liking children is that they are
fairly isolated, and having the 'disability' of youth.

>I might want to take a course in sign language. Imagine the
>loneliness and isolation that many little deaf girls must feel.
>Wouldn't it be wonderful to bring love and joy into the life of
>a pretty girl such as this?

I don't know where one would go to learn sign language;
maybe from a book?  I'd need to find out where all the deaf
children are, because I rarely encounter them.  There was a
deaf little girl once, whom I met on the bus.  It really was fun
interacting with her in 'sign language' which for me had to be
improvised.  She was about 5 years old, and the conversation,
essentially, went

"You're the crazy one!"

"No! _YOU'RE_ the crazy one!" and so on :)  Fun though!

The thought that people couldn't be bothered with befriending
disabled children.. it makes me laugh!  Same as when people
express boredom or discontent at having to associate with
children.  Hah hah hah.. so pitious they are!  "If only you had
the eyes that could see.. the ears that could hear.. the heart that
could feel.." I regularly think.

--

'Marasmus' wrote :
>Daniela Lujan, aka 'Luz Clarita.'

I didn't know who this was so I went and looked for pics and
info about her on the web.. she's pretty cute!  Unfortunately,
here in Australia her show isn't on the television (although, it
may be.. I wouldn't know 'cause I don't have one).  Oh well!

>So then I started wondering if this is what I've got to look forward
>to -- pining away for indifferent children, unreciprocated desire, all
>that. Loving children in this way seems so pointless, I mean, what
>purpose can it serve? It doesn't make any sense to me.

There's no purpose to it besides the experience of something
good!  I can't distill the purpose of life down further than the
simple appreciation of it; everything else is moot, IMO.

There'll be many wonderful, beautiful little girls who are
sincerely interested in your love and friendship.

Haven't you read "Think and grow rich" ?  With all the thought
I pour into children, it seems that one day I'm going to grow
very very rich indeed! :)  Seriously though, although for myself
I'm right in the middle of a young-friend dry-patch, I know that
sooner or later another will arise, better than all the rest (such
has been the trend!)

--

'Entropy' wrote :
>I wanted to join my old scout group again (that I left because
>I actually got sad from being with all these sweet little girls
>for exactly 195 mins., and then nothing for a whole week),
>but I just can't be bothered.

195 minutes per week?  That's plenty!!  A week passes in  a
flash when you've got that to look forward to (hell, even when
you don't).  But I understand how you feel.. sometimes even
the good things seem shit.

Ok, well.. that's enough for me.

Looking forward to hearing all your stories,

'Sihme'
------------------------------------------------------------------




'Flickorna' writes:
------------------------------------------------------------------

I just read something interesting on the Internet and I want
to share it with everyone:

--

_Should age of consent laws be revised?_

Why a slight revision in our sex consent laws are needed

It is 1999 and with all the concerns out there including Kosovo, school
shootings, and a corrupt national government fixated on polls, it seems
that certain topics should not be discussed because they are not
politically correct. I take exception to that because I still believe in
the First Amendment.

In a way, I want to follow up a view that is not discussed brought up
recently and advocated by feminist Camille Paglia (who I usually do not
agree with) and that is she advocates that the age of sexual consent in all
50 states should be lowered to fourteen. I do agree with this view and I am
going to attempt to give an intellectual common sense viewpoint on why I
agree with her.

I first have to state a couple of clarifying points because there are
arousal gappers out there who do nothing but call people names and don't do
their homework. First of all, I do not agree in the least the American
Psychological Association's July 1998 bulletin that states in a study by
three scientific researchers (if you can call them that) that consensual
adult-child sex has none or little psychological effects on a willing
participant. The research as also brought up by Fox News clearly shows that
in that study the data was mainly stolen, copied from another more benign
study on sexual mores done in the late 1950's. It also shows that those
researchers are also agenda seekers who should be ashamed of themselves and
should turn in their doctorates. And, the American Psychological
Association should renounce these statements done by those researchers at
once. No one, including I or Camille Paglia, advocate any activity that
already would fall under the forcible sexual assault and child sexual
assualt statutes that are on the books in all 50 states.

Second, I do not advocate in any way at all the repeal or admendment of the
federal criminal statutes 18 US 2252-2257 on illegal pornography or sex
slavery.

Third, I am not in any way either advocating the total repeal of the age of
consent laws in the United States, only a slight revision in them to keep
in touch with changing times and individual attitudes. With those
statements clarified, I would like to see the age of sexual consent laws
lowered to the age of fourteen in all 50 states of the U.S. There would be
exceptions that I do advocate to show what is or is not considered in a
common-sense view to be mutual consent. The exceptions (which are already
clarified in statutory case law across the country and I believe that still
should continue to be criminailzed) are if:

1. Coercion, force, or threat of force is used. (Already covered under
forcible rape laws)

2. Soliciting prostitution.

3. The younger party is between fourteen and seventeen years-old and has a
physical or mental handicap or is under the influence of alcohol or illegal
substances.

4. The older party (18 or over) is in a position of authority over the
younger party (ie. teacher, administrator, physician, therapist, coach,
clergyman, legal guardian).

5. The older party is a member of the United States Military.

6. The older party is a blood relative of the younger party (resident or
non-resident).

For the exceptions 4 and 5, the younger party should be at least eighteen
to give consent, exceptions 1,2,3, and 6 are already illegal to begin with.

Other than those exceptions I do advocate that the age of sexual consent
should be fourteen in every U.S. state. Why fourteen, you ask?

I feel that, first of all, child sexual abuse laws are already on the books
and are properly enforced to protect young and prepubescent children who
have no absolutely way to retaliate against coercion or force by predators.
I doubt, in today's social environment, though that the average citizen
would call a fourteen through seventeen year-old man or woman a child. To
do so, would be infantilizing them and we have seen what it's done in the
smoking debate. Infantilzation of older teenagers, treating them like
pawns, using them to score political points. To me, that is indefensible.

Second, in the United States, only 11 states have an age of consent of 18.
Seven states have an age of consent of 17. Twenty-eight states and the
District of Columbia have an age of consent of 16. Three states, Colorado,
Connecticut, and Virginia have an age of consent of 15. Hawaii has an age
of consent of 14. Canada has in every province an age of consent of 14. My
point is that these laws, even with this tolerance, were written decades
ago during ultraconservative times of sexual mores. With what teenagers and
society in general know about sexuality and its assets and liabilities, it
seems that the maturity level has changed since then. To say that it hasn't
is wishful thinking at best. Contemporary standards, individual freedom,
and protecting younger children can be done by revising the age of consent
to fourteen and enforcing tough penalties on those offenders who are sick
and stupid enough to break such a revised law.

Last is my opinion on the what's going on in society. A revised age of
consent law mainly works in favor of monogamous relationships or close
sexual friendships and the choices it brings, unlike criminal sexual abuse
which is usually preplanned or randomly preplanned, predatory, coercive,
and violent towards innocent young children. That's why I still advocate
strongly criminal sexual abuse laws that protect children under fourteen
and severely punish those offenders. However, teenagers and young adults do
have a much better grasp on relationships and sexuality today than ever
before and it shows. The assertiveness among today's teenage females and
males practically voids the old arguments on innocence and coercion. They,
by today's standards, act more on their own volition in their choices and
do have an idea of possible consequences to their actions. I also do have
qualms, and a growing amount of teenagers do as well, on the government at
any level telling them who they can date and how to express their
affections. If anything, that job should be left to the parents and how
they set the rules for their household. In conclusion, it is time to stop
underestimating teens' savvy and it is also time to stop making them into
fragile waifs. American society should be much more concerned on how
violence, gangs, and drug abuse affect teenagers rather than sex and quit
assuming that those who are sexually active and their partners are not
using safer-sex methods to protect against disease and pregnancy. I'm not
asking for consent laws to be eliminated but a slight contemporary revision
is in order to better deal with today's social climate.

I encourage you to reply with your opinions but name-calling or profanity
will not be tolerated. If you use name-calling attacks, you only undermine
your own credibility and will get a scathing response from me. Credible,
rational, intelligent favor or dissent in opinion though is encouraged and
I do respond to all replies, for this discussion should not be swept under
the rug any longer. Be bold and make a stand.

--

'Flickorna'
---------------------------------------------------------------------




'Sanctuary' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------------

I had a very unusual experience happen to me tonight.. I was sitting
in the tree in my backyard, drinking some beer and enjoying the
sounds around me when I hear the sound of children playing. I was
naturally attracted to the sound and saw the children across the
street playing and was watching them through the tree. I didn't think
they could see me but apparently they could because I thought for
sure that I saw them motion to me. I acknowledged them and tried to
draw nearer but as soon as I did the male adults of the house come
charging across the street and accost me. One of them hit me in the
nose and tried to accuse me of soliciting the children. I denied the
charge but the blow was still struck. Fortunately, the father of the
girl I had seen defended me but still told me to stay in my own yard
and not to bother his children. I thought for sure that they wanted
to talk to me but as soon as they were caught they denied it and it
fell on me. I am very fortunate that the police were not called. The
guy who struck me threatened it but the father prevented that from
happening. I am thinking of cutting down that tree and never climbing
in it again. I know that I can never look at them playing again
because I may be caught. What a drag.

'Sanctuary'
---------------------------------------------------------------------



'Moonmin' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------------

'Marasmus' wrote:
>So then I started wondering if this is what I've got to look forward
>to -- pining away for indifferent children, unreciprocated desire, all
>that.  Loving children in this way seems so pointless, I mean, what
>purpose can it serve?  It doesn't make any sense to me.

Dear 'Marasmus', your 'story of emotional deprivation' struck a
chord with me. There can't be a single subscriber to this list
who hasn't gone through this. I've spent years and years
experiencing such hopeless situations and hating myself and
adult society generally. But I must implore you, don't despair!

I realised that the best way to make friends with girls is to
make friends with their parents. After I got married a few years
ago this became even easier. In my experience, this is the key
to striking up a long term relationship with a girl. Not all
parents are paranoid. Many just have genuine fears about who
they can trust. Once you show them what a nice guy you are,
it makes things a lot easier all round! My wife's friend has
two girls (aged 4 and 8). When I was asked if I could give
then some help with their reading I could hardly believe it.
I now see them almost every week.

A few people remarked that they are only interested in the
"friendly and pretty ones". Of course, we all adore them.
But I wouldn't neglect the not-so-pretty-ones. Many of these
girls are lonely and lack self-confidence. If you show genuine
interest in them you may be surprised by their response.
Besides, once you get to know one, you may find that she is
prettier than you at first thought! Love doesn't always strike
like a thunderbolt. Sometimes it grows slowly and steadily,
as you become friends.

So please don't give up hope.

--

'Sir A.J.' wrote:

>As for my love life well just let me say that Matilda will not
>disappoint me when she grows up because she cannot get any older --
>she's a mannequin!

Dear 'Sir A.J.', Do you mean to say that you have a genuine
lg mannequin of your own? How fascinating! Would you care to
tell us more about Matilda?

'Moonmin'
---------------------------------------------------------------------



'Braveheart' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------------

Dear ASGL members,

I have not posted in the last couple of posts for a few reasons,
mainly that a new little girl has come into my life, and she's all I think
about. And this past Friday, something happened between us that has changed
my life, something that has never happened before. More on that after I
answer some recent posts...

I wrote:
>> As a girl lover, should you not have the strength of will and the
>>responsibility to shield your object of affection from adult things
>> like sexual relationships?

Desire answered:
>No, not necessarily. Our responsibility is to make them happy, to
>teach them, and to help raising them. If those are hindered by a
>sexual relationship, we should not pursue it, if they are helped by
>it, we should. Whether a sexual relationship is an 'adult' thing is
>not the deciding factor.

You're still not seeing it. A young girl's growth is NEVER helped by sexual
intercourse. And it is OUR responsibility to see that.
Oh, and the only 100% safe way to have sex is not to have sex.

I said:
>> The desire to have sex is something that comes from YOU.

Desire answered:
>Not always.

Like I said before, a little girl could beg you to have sex with her, it
still doesn't mean she understands the effects of such a thing on her present
and future life. That's why we need to take the responsibility to shield her
from sexual intercourse until she is at such an age as to fully understand
the effects and consequences. If you cannot see that argument, then you are a
child abuser. WE are the ones who know more here. If WE let her get involved
with sexual intercourse as a child, then WE have failed our responsibilities.

'Mach' 1 wrote that:
>A pure sexual encounter......[is]
>out of question if you are not a selfish child abuser.

Exactly.

'Mach 1' continued:
>I can understand the reference 'Braveheart' made about our responsibility in
>a sexual relationship with a lg. The act itself is not properly harmful.

Definately not. Sexual intercourse, although I have not yet experienced it, I
know is a wonderful thing......I've come close to it, dreamt of it, seen
movies and pictures, etc.....and it is supposed to be a wonderful
thing....God made it to be good, but in the right perimeters - marriage.

>It's surely the most wonderful experience in our lives but how can we be
>sure it will be the same for a child? Even in a perfect environment,
>including mutual consent, love, etc., this child can regret that in the
>future and it's our responsibility to avoid her taking that risk. I am
>talking about
>what is morally correct.

That's right....it's our responibility to avoid her taking that risk.

>Sex with children is supposed to be accepted by the majority of
>our group (asgl) but what about the children? What group do they belong to?
>Maybe at the present time a child can consciously decide and be willing for
>sex because it's instinctually good and pleasant. A child is always more
>instinctively than socially motivated. One day, she'll be an active
>representative of a group in society. What values she will recognize as
>acceptable? Aren't we playing with her future? Isn't this moment of her
>life, while she has not acquired knowledge enough to decide what is the best
>for her in the future, called "innocence?"

Right on the nail, 'Mach 1'. And by having sexual intercourse with her, we
are saying that it is best for her future....and who are we to decide that?
And for all those who use the typical cop-out "innocence = ignorance":

'Mach 1' wrote:
>Actually, innocence is not equal to ignorance.

Mach 1 again:
>Children don't have any concern about their future. They live the present
>moment, doing what they want to do and avoiding things to not be grounded. A
>bad consequence for the future is something they don't realize yet.

This is very true. They live and answer for the present.....they don't think
about their future, or how decisions they make will affect them then....

>They can swear they will never change their minds about something but we
>know >they will. I recognize and respect their wishes but the responsibility
>of certain
>attitudes belongs to us in order to protect them against their own
>innocence.

Exactly, although I would phrase that last part: "in order to protect their
innocence."

--

Well, Sihme, I didn't expect a signed confession, but that's just about what
your last post was. Now, if I were out to get you, I'd be rubbing it all in
your face right about now, but that's not my agenda. I will never be better
than anyone here, and I will never claim to be. And believe it or not, I
agree with you on some things.

--

'Sihme' wrote:
>I'm afraid Braveheart is right.  It is all just personal, selfish desire.
>Thinking about little girls engages similar neural pathways as
>thinking about fine food, indeed, they're truly a feast for the eyes.

They are a feast for the eyes. I was in Paris recently for a few days'
holiday, and I was walking around the Palace du Concorde. All of a sudden,
out of nowhere, there appeared the most beautiful little girl, all in white.
Her blonde hair, fair skin, short white shorts, angel-white t-shirt, and
time-less face made me weak at the knees. I stared for as long as I could,
until she was gone. I couldn't speak...I was just so amazed at what I had
seen. Her face was in my mind all day, and I quickly wrote a poem down about
her....that's my way of keeping her with me, long after she's gone.

>I only care about other things because of their apparent utility, and
>even then not much.  Moral implications are so far removed from
>my cycle of thoughts that they appear as a through a thick fog on a
>moonless night.

You can change that, Sihme. You don't have to live like that. Why don't you
make an agreement with yourself that you will practice moral responsibility
in the future? You owe it to the girls you come into contact with. Think
about THEIR future.

>I would say I love all little girls, because apparently that's what
>being a paedophile is all about. But I don't.  I only love the friendly
>and pretty ones; the rest I don't care about.

I'm like that too. Although, I don't use the word "pedophile" in regards to
myself. Perhaps it's just that it's gotten such a horrible reputation...I use
girl-lover, because in actual fact, the word pedophile means "child-lover",
and I do not love all children like I love little girls. And I too find
myself hanging around only the pretty ones.....if they are not pretty, I
really will have nothing to do with them.  This is my aesthestic
personality....I love beautiful things.

>I would say I wouldn't abuse my position of power to fulfil my
>desires in the arena of little girls, but that's not the truth either, in
>fact, for instance, I have no qualms about very liberally using my
>power to shoo away any little boys who might be competing for the
>same prize as I.

As long as you see little girls as a "prize", you will never see who they
really are, and where their real beauty lies.

>it's hard to not use the power of one's intellect and accumulated
>experience to 'optimize' the situation.

Yes it is hard, Sihme, but that's what moral responsibility is all about. It
is SO HARD for me not to do things, sometimes, and that is the hardest thing
about being a girl-lover. But it is something we have to accept if we want to
love young girls. That's just life.

I posed the question:
>Is sexual intercourse between an adult and a child
>right or wrong? I believe it is wrong, period.

--

Sihme answered:
>I may as well accept that it's wrong.

I wrote:
>>Even if (for some reason) the child was BEGGING you to have
>>sex with her, you have a responsibility not to do it.

Sihme answered:
>I don't accept the responsibility.

If you don't, Sihme, then stay AWAY from little girls. You can't have your
cake and eat it too. You can't have it all ways. If you don't accept the
responsibility that comes with loving girls, then stay away from them, and
join a CAA (child abusers annonymous) group.

>Why do you care about all this stuff anyway Braveheart?
Part of my responsibility to young girls is protecting them from others
too...those who couldn't care less about their future, like you have
admitted. I CARE about little girls, and that's why I CARE about "all this
stuff".

>So for whose benefit is all this?
The girls' benefit.

>Are we supposed to
>think "My word!  This 'Braveheart' is certainly an upright fellow!
>Let's all give him a virtual pat on the back!."

No, I don't want a pat on the back. I just want you and those like you to see
that you can't go about your girl-loving life caring only about yourself.

>"But look Society!!  I'm ON YOUR SIDE!! I too think that sex
>with kids is sick and depraved.. so wont you please accept me?"

I don't care what society thinks, and I don't care that they don't accept me.
But I have morals, and I am upholding them for myself and my little
girls....not for society.

>Better to just be the scum of the Earth and glory in it!

Sounds like a child abuser talking. And you wonder why society considers
"pedophiles" to be the scum of the earth? It is because of people like you,
who openly admit it.
'Sihme', you can change. The next time you are around a little girl, put
yourself in her position. Then you may see what you are doing wrong.

--

I recently wrote:
>>Share her childhood with her, don't share your adulthood with her. She'll
>>become one of those soon enough. We will never be children again.

'Simon' answered:
>This is a very nice sentence, thank you, Braveheart.

Thankyou, Simon, for the complement.

---

And finally, I'd like to say a little about a new girl in my life...
Laura.

(I don't see any point in limiting their names to their first
letter.....after all, there are hundreds of thousands of the same names in
this world, and this list is safely spread over several countries...)  Laura
is 9 years old. My mother is a teacher, and I agreed to help her with her
school summer camp program. On a day prior to the Summer Camp opening, I was
helping my mother in her classroom, when all of a sudden, I heard a piano
being played in the music hall. I wasn't going to, but I went to the hall,
and there was this amazingly beautiful little girl, playing away. She stopped
and looked at me. "Hi". I answered her, and walked over to her. She had
golden blonde hair, fair skin, freckles, aqua green eyes...just beautiful.
Within 30 minutes, we were playing ball together, realizing we had found a
new friend. We knew of each other. She was the Assistant principal's daughter.
I was the third grade teacher's son, who sometimes came to sing at the school
graduations.  After hours of playing together, I asked her if she wanted to
go out for some ice cream. She went to ask her mother, who said yes, and we
went to the local ice cream restaurant, sat down, and ate ice creams, talked,
laughed, and gigled like a pair of old lovers. We returned to the school, and
she suggested hide and seek. We played that for a while, until it was finally
time for me to go. I'd see her at the summer program.

A few days later, I came down to help. She walked in, and gave me a
smile that melted my insides. Just as I was recovering from the smile, she
came over, and started massaging my shoulders. I knew the day would be good.
And it was, as were several after that. Our relationship grew. Of course, I
had to be careful, because her mother (one of the camp organizers) was
constantly hovering around the place, as was her annoying, fat older sister.
And my own mother was always around, too. We went swimming together, we ate
together, we played soccer and held hands together... it was great.

This Friday, she asked me a question right before lunch time. "What
would you do if someone asked you to kiss them?"  I knew immediately what she
meant, and played around with my answer a little. I finally said "I'd kiss
them".  She finally admitted it was she who wanted to kiss me,  because she
liked me, and another question arose. "When?"

After lunch, we all lay down for the quiet time... Laura spread out her
blanket and pillow, and beckoned to me. I lay with her, and the question
arose again. "When?"

"Right now", I said. She giggled, as I did, mostly out of nervousness. We
pulled her blanket over us more, and got closer to eachother. She licked her
lips, getting ready. This made me laugh. Finally, when I was sure no-one
could see, our heads moved together, and  we kissed on the lips. It was a
short one, and after it, she asked "Why did you do it so quick?"
"I thought you didn't want it quick", I answered.

Our heads moved together again, this time for a longer kiss.  We giggled
quietly, enjoying our secret time together. The word "french kiss" came up,
and I asked her if she wanted to know how to do it. She had never kissed
anyone besides her family. We pulled the blanket over our heads, moved our
bodies even closer together, and we french-kissed. It was so beautiful - her
warm tongue, her hand over me, my hand on her stomach.   We smiled together
and lay there, until it was time for games.

Later in the day, we found ourselves alone in a room for a while. I
asked her what she thought about the kissing, and about romance in general.
She liked the kissing. She came close to me again, putting her body between
my legs as I was sitting on a chair. We kissed again, soft kisses, tender,
gentle.  I still couldn't believe I was doing this. As I later wrote in my
girl-loving lockable diary, I had comitted a felony today, and at the same
time, comitted one of the most beautiful acts I've ever done.

This is Sunday. She's been all I can think of the whole weekend. Next
week, starting tomorrow, we have more swimming, the beach, and other fun
stuff to share together. I can't wait to see her again. I took half a role of
pictures of her, which I quickly developed. They're beautiful. I am getting
enlargements made as I speak.

I've never done that with a young girl... it felt dangerous, it felt
wonderful, and it felt new. I'll never be the same anymore... it's like
crossing a boundary... and in the back of my mind, it never escapes me that
I could be jailed for doing what I did. That's the hard part of it all.
Keeping something so beautiful to yourself, never sharing it. But I'll never
forget that kiss, and I doubt she will either.

--

I am putting together a collection of poetry and prose called
"Angels Among Us - Poetry and prose celebrating the beauty and
innocence of girls". I may post it up on an annonymous website,
although I don't know yet. If you like poetry about little girls,
and want to hear a poem or two, just ask.

   [ Or download my own child-loving poetry anthology from the
     web ;) - Ianthe - http://home.hkstar.com/~neutre/poems.html ]

Well, that's it for now. I hope that we can get past the "selfish desires"
that infiltrate some ASGL members, and understand the current "moral
argument" that I started for a good reason. Let us all practice moral
responsibility, and let's start sharing more in our feelings and experiences
with the real stars of this list, the reason for our happiness, the little
rays of light that shine through our otherwise dull lives - our little girls.

'Braveheart'
---------------------------------------------------------------------

  [ OK, now that Braveheart has had his "last word", let's end the
    thread on the 'replies to Braveheart' here. ]





ends

alt.support.girl-lovers                               27th June 1999
--------------------------------------------------------------------
                                                Last: 22nd June 1999

          ,,,,,
        /)))))))\
       ((((((((((\
      ((_  _  )))))
      ))e) e ((((((
     (((<     ))))))
        \~     .-'-.
         '--.(                          88
                                        88
 ,adPPYYba,   ,adPPYba,    ,adPPYb,d8   88
 ""     'Y8   I8[    ""   a8"    'Y88   88
 ,adPPPPP88   '"Y8ba,     8b       88   88
 88,    ,88   aa    ]8I   "8a,   ,d88   88
 'YYYYbbd8"   '"YbbdP"'    '"YbbdP"Y8   88
                           aa,    ,88
                            "Y8bbdP




   [ Ianthe writes:

     1) I'm still looking for someone to donate 10Mb of space
     so we can get the ASGL-L zip archives up again.

     2) I would also like to get 1Mb of reliable web space
     for a mirror of my Julia Margaret Cameron page and
     perhaps even a mirror of my Famous British Paedophiles
     site and the poetry anthology archives.

     3) I have a variety of pro-oriented texts I'd like to get
     onto the web. I'm fed up with waiting for the BoyLinks
     'reading room' project to start (if it ever does).
     Would anyone care to put any of these up on their web
     site ? They are in HTML and "ready to go":

     * "The Danger of Child Sexuality", Foucault's dialogue
     with Guy Hocquenghem and Jean Danet, 1978.

     * The Guardian, "Abuse in the balance" By Bob Woffindon

     * "Thinking Sex: Notes for a Radical Theory of the
     Politics of Sexuality." (1992) By Gayle Rubin.  ]




'Spike' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------------

There was a person who asked about how people around them reacted
when you 'came out' as a lglover... here is my answer.

I first came out with my parents. My Mother already knew. I kinda
thought she did. She "almost" caught me with a lg one time. She
didn't say nothing and I kinda ignored the fact that she "almost"
caught me. My Dad went ballistic. He kicked me out of the house
(big deal... I was paying nearly $300 in rent anyways... when I left
I got a nice apartment for $240... I am saving $60 a month!) but
anyways... the news quickly spread throughout the church... bunch
of hypocrites... they preach 'love and acceptance'... but when it
comes down to it... they don't live what they preach. I am not
against Christianity at all. In fact I go to a very nice church
that the pastor knows of my preference. He keeps a eye on me when
I am around kids... but since I am open about it I am not worried
about what he thinks. He knows what I am so I don't worry about
it. Key people of the church knows about my preference and they
let me play with their kids! I was suprised. Of course, I can't
be with them alone... to tell you the truth I wouldn't want that
anyways... anything could come up to be questionable... and
them knowing who I am, they will believe anything they want
to believe - and the cops are itching to "get me" and catch me.

My extended family..(ie. uncles, cousins, aunts) shunned me. My
friends sorta excepted it... but with some, never the same and
they negated our relationship.  One guy, that I thought was
my real friend, wanted to fight me. He thought I was going
to try something with his little sister who is 13 but that
age is way out of my preference range. Needless to say "coming
out" was no easy feat, I lost some family and friends, but
also I gained some.

Someone on the list asked about how do you deal with the
loneliness? Well... at times it's hard. At other times, I
cherish it! Thank god for my computer and the Internet.
Otherwise I would go bonkers [crazy] !

Being an open lglover is not easy... but the openness of
it all is so good! I have a niece that I am not allowed
to see... she's 2 - way below my age of preference... my
brother can't stand me since he found out... I understand
though.

A little about myself - I am in my mid twenties and a
work in sales. I have become top salesman and csr
in my company.  I guess that's because I have a pleasant
voice and I sold over five-figures worth of hardware over
the phone in the past few months. My boss knows
about my preference and since I don't work with kids I
continue to work there. That, and I make a lot of sales :)

Anyways... that's my '2 cents'.

'Spike'
---------------------------------------------------------------



'Sir A.J.' writes:
----------------------------------------------------------------

'Bandersnatch' wrote:
>Welcome back from 'lurkerdom', 'Sir A.J.'! Perhaps you were
>afraid we might erect a statue of you!

Thanks BS, I think the operative word here is 'erect' --
can you give it an unnaturally large shlong please!!

....but I'm not really de-lurking, just my polite upbringing
bids me acknowledge your kindness!

John thought he might 'accidentally' leave 'Fresh Petals' up on his
computer when his girlfriend comes over. This will shock her John, and
her "gut reaction" will be one of flight. Not a good idea if you
value the relationship. You had better prepare her for it face to
face first.

On the video front, those in the USA will know about Daniela Lujan's
triumphant return soon to Univision in "El Diario de Daniela" -- yes it
will make grown men sh*t in their pants!! But I always preferred the
nasty girl in Luz Clarita, Daniela's far too sickly sweet for me!

My current passion --"Quiero Ser Estrella"-- is about to end but I am
completely enamoured of one of the ballet mini-estrellas so I dont feel
so bad that Los Tigritos have become so lame...

--

'Moonmin' wrote:
>Dear 'Sir A.J.', Do you mean to say that you have a genuine
>lg mannequin of your own? How fascinating! Would you care to
>tell us more about Matilda?

I told my friends not to worry: as long as it was "the mannequin" I
wasn't in danger, but when I gave it a name and started talking to it...
watch out. I bought her a year ago. She's a 1950s vintage and has a wig
instead of moulded hair. She's so lifelike that a friend who went to use
my bathroom freaked out when she saw her sitting on my bed watching tv
(something she does a lot, I just can't control her!). I made her an
anatomically correct genital area out of modeling clay which just
happened to be flesh-coloured (Caucasian). I painted on nipples and
chipped nail polish and right now she has blue eye-shadow on but it
looks tacky, so I am going to clean it off.

I love shopping for her (she's a size six), mostly in thrift stores,
and, being a garment fetishist, I get carried away going through the
racks. Handling the material and smelling the used clothes really turns
me on! You would faint if I posted the inventory of her wardrobe; she
has a Brownie [junior girl-scout] uniform and two Catholic school outfits
(different ones), lots of fantasy dress up clothes and quite a few
formal clothes. Right now she's wearing a vintage sailor suit dress
with crinoline underneath, and blue nylon tights. She also has a
band-aid on one knee...

When I compiled the photo list that's on Fresh Petals I made a few
remarks about pygmalionism and I think I actually wrote, in ASGL, that
when I find something repugnant it's not long till I start exploring it.
Of course Bernard Faucon and Hans Bellmer made mannequins central to
their artwork. I had the opportunity to buy a photograph by Morton
Bartlett, a New England artist who died twenty years ago. Bartlett was a
reclusive bachelor who made himself a family of children and even made
their clothes. He dressed them up and photographed them. There is a
wonderful catalogue of his work published by the Marion Harris Gallery
called "Family Found". I was so taken with his work I decided to try it
myself, so I have been dressing (& undressing) Matilda and photographing
her. I have just found an older sister for her, still un-named. I want
to take them to a park and photograph them playing on swings etc (and
falling off!) but I need an accomplice so I dont get seen or I'll have
to do it at first light when no-one's around.

I'd also like to use Faucon's idea (he uses boys) and do a photo series
with a live little girl hidden among the dolls.

Peace

'Sir A.J.'
---------------------------------------------------------------

  [ Cool, I thought he only did boys! :) ]




'sLeepOVER' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------

Checking back in (after skipping this class for a very
long time).

'Marasmus' wrote:
>Hi, I have only written once before.
>I just wanted to ask how you
>guys deal with the loneliness of it.

When I was younger - from around 16 to 20 -
I'd actually cry about it because the
relationships would last no more than a few weeks
or months at best, before they got their feel
of an "older" guy or whatever. It wasn't until
years later that I realized it wasn't me really,
but just their age; pre's and early-teens
quite simply didn't have the "focus" that I had.
I'm fairly certain now that I was a sort of
novelty, if you will.  Proof of this:
Not too long ago, I came into contact with
a certain young woman who used to be my
next-door-neighbor... we'll refer to her
as K. Anyway, when I first met her, I'd just
been returned home from the cops for running
away again - I was 17 at the time, and
she was 11. I'll never forget when I first
saw her; she was just on the other side of
my ma's backyard fence, it was a chain-link
so of course you could easily see who was
on the other side. She was playing tag-ball
with her 8-year-old brother and 6-year-old
sister. She was gorgeous! I'd guess about 4
and a half feet tall, long, dark blonde hair,
green eyes, very shapely legs for her age,
wearing a one-piece, sheer black bathing suit
that was quite obviously meant for what her
body's proportions must have been a
year earlier, for her features were literally
bulging out from within, if you know what I mean.
and her skin had that certain tone to it where you
could almost see capillaries, not too pale though.

Anyway, you know how it goes; first eye contact,
then just joking around, then we started exchanging
glances, and no matter what anyone among you might
try to interject, trust me, the glances were mutually
lust-filled. Now, maybe at the time, I thought that
her "lust" wasn't the same as mine - I was old enough
to know the diff' between a lust for what you don't know
and a lust for where you've been before - but I soon
found out that I was wrong; she'd been in my ma's house
while I was on the streets, had seen pic's of me,
and lucky for me, was physically turned on to me.

To make a long story short, she and I - and once
with her brother and sister, though that time was mostly
was mostly just us getting nude and exploring - she and
I had more than a few sexual encounters, her fave being
when we'd strip, then put her bedspread over us from
the waist down and then play with each other.
Some months down the line, I ran away again, and
when I eventually returned, she'd found a boy
down the street to get "involved" with.

Anyway, we ran into each other not long ago, and
after spending some time talking, I realized that
it was me who'd made a big deal out of it all,
not her. From what I could gather, though she'll
always have a place in her heart for me, I was
pretty much nothing more than a sort of "stepping
stone" for her; I was fortunate enough - in her eyes -
to be her first sexual experience, nothing more,
nothing less. I was stimualtion, I guess, and though
she, to this day, says she will always love me, I
can't help but wish I could've been more.

Anyway, hindsight doesn't always suck, especially
when I can remember the look on her face when she
had her first big "O" by someone other than herself.
<g>

'sLeepOVER'
---------------------------------------------------------------




'Flickorna' writes:
---------------------------------------------------------------

I just watched this fuc*ed-up movie where this woman walks into a court
room and shoots a man who allegedly molested her son. Then when she gets
sentenced to 10 years in prison she is called a "hero" by the arresting
officer. The last scene shows her son in an orfanage watching violence on TV
with a look of anger and betrayal on his face. Then a message appears on the
screen saying that 7 years later the boy is arrested and placed in Juvinille
custody. Then the woman playing the part of the mother comes on and says.
"Hello my name is ... and I play the part of the mother in the movie
_Judgment day_ (or whatever)..." then she says, "2 million children are
abused in the United States every year and for more information how to help
call..." or some bullshit like that. I thought it was sickening. The woman
was made to look like a victim and a hero. The man was called scum on the
bottom of your shoe. Then the blame for this little boy's misfortune was
removed from his mother's heinous crime of murder and placed on the the man
who rubbed the little boy's pee pee and asked him if it felt good. It was
really sickening.

'Flickorna'
---------------------------------------------------------------



'Sihme' writes :
---------------------------------------------------------------

Greetings girl lovers,

'John' wrote :
>outside the clothes and making sure she was all snug and warm...
>her mother barely noticed and also just smiled when she saw
>me shivering in a t-shirt in the wind and rain ! man, I would
>have gladly accepted hypo-thermia for that experience... it
>sounds pretty lame compared with some of the experiences
>discussed
>here... but its gonna be one of my lasting memories. On the long
>drive home in the dark C said "I hope we're still a long way
>from home because I don't want my trip to be over"... I think
>I'm going to have that tatooed on my arm !!

Not at all!  I love people who can really appreciate an experience
and squeeze every last drop out of it!  I find that when I become
blase about my experiences with little girls, it's really for the
worse.  The incident which seemed so poignant at one stage, in the
light of more powerful ones, loses its intensity.  Such a shame.  If
myself from-a-couple-of-years-ago could witness my current
experiences, I think they would seem much better than they do.
Such is human nature though.

'Moonmin' wrote:
>A few people remarked that they are only interested in the
>"friendly and pretty ones". Of course, we all adore them.
>But I wouldn't neglect the not-so-pretty-ones..

I believe that was my remark.  Of course, when I say "pretty",
what I consider to be pretty is based on many things and so those
children whom I consider pretty are not necessarily beauty queens.
The friendly ones become pretty in my mind anyway.  I'd even say
that regardless of the physical features, the attraction I feel is
directly and exclusively proportional to their friendliness.  *most*
of the time :))

--

I liked your story about Laura, Braveheart!  It's amazing that you're
so (relatively) nonchalant about it, for were that to happen to me,
I'd be raving :)

>As I later wrote in my girl-loving lockable diary

Pretty big lock, I hope.

'Sihme'
-------------------------------------------------------------




'Flickorna' writes:
-------------------------------------------------------------

Braveheart! It's so wonderful to hear about your new girlfriend! WOW!! She
sounds like a dream come true!!!! Thanks so much for sharing that with us.
Be very careful with the precious gift that God has given you. Of course,
I'm talking about Laura's friendship.

Speaking of cute and adorable little girls, I had the pleasure of spending
time with one this weekend. She's seven years old. I don't know her that
well but I know some of her family. It was a lot of fun chatting with her.
Whenever I look closely at such a pretty little girl I always fall madly in
love. She is beautiful, sweet, charming and precious. I wish I could see her
all the time.

'Sanctuary', I'm a little confused why people in your neighborhood are being
so terrible to you. Maybe you should find somewhere else to live. I know
that it would be tough on your kids but it would probably be better for them
if they lived somewhere where people respected you. And I'm sure they want
their dad to be happy. Don't worry so much about the effect it will have on
your kids. Kids are usually good at making new friends and adjusting to new
situations. Didn't you say that your wife has a close friend whom lives far
away and whom she wants to be closer to? Maybe that would be a nice place to
live. What do you think? If you don't like that idea, where else would you
want to go? Do you think you could manage it?

'Flickorna'
--------------------------------------------------------------



'Darwin' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------

Hey There!

I acted a bit as if ASGL-L was set "read only", but now I am back again.

First I want so say that it's still a great mailing-list and I'm always
happy to read your postings!

And now for something completely different!

Dear 'Foxxe Fire'!

I only know very little about your surrounding, so I really can't say
much about the way your friends aso. would react if they "found out".
But you're only 18 years old, like I am, so the age-difference to a 12yo
is in fact not too dramatic. So I can imagine that it will turn out nice
if you just call her up on a sunny day and ask her if she would like to
go bicycling, inline-skating or something like that. I bet you would spend
a nice day together, then!

Okay, that's all for now, hope to read you again soon!

CYa, 'Darwin'
--------------------------------------------------------------




'Sanctuary' writes:
--------------------------------------------------------------

'Foxxe Fire' wrote:
>Do what you think is right, and try not to caught, but be
>prepared to take the fall if you have to. Don't try to weasel
>out of it or make someone else responsible. I hope that
>clears up any confusion about my guidelines.

Yes, it does. Thanks.

>Start with the phone call to her house and work from there.

Is it possible to drop by her house? Is there anything you
have in common that you could legitimately (in others eyes)
share together, like a hobby or sport? I must admit the only
time I have been able to have girls around me is when my
daughter brings them home to play with her (and me). All of
my attempts at contact have been unsuccessful. I even tried
dying my hair to make myself more attractive but it made no
difference. My daughter likes it, though, so maybe I'll keep it
anyway.

--

'Bandersnatch' asked:
>This is very strange. Are you sure you weren't wearing
>your 'I am a pedo' tee-shirt? How old were the girls, and
>was it any particular daughter you were supposed to be
>'drooling' over?

Sometimes I wonder. I was just looking around. I was licking
my lips because my mouth was dry and I soon got a lozenge
out of my backpack. The two youngest were very shy and
didn't look around at all but the oldest one (about 12) did but
the mother was looking around too and obviously thought
that _anybody_ who looked at them had bad intentions. I tried
to acknowledge the mother as well but she just glared back.

'Sanctuary'
--------------------------------------------------------------
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   [ Press cuttings round-up ]


UK: _Sex abuse evidence must be given on video_
UK: _Hostels plan for underage mothers_
UK: _Child jail to be run by firm in sex abuse case_
UK: _Gay "cure therapies" come under the spotlight_
Eire: _Government lifts statute of limitations on sex cases_
Australia: _NSW Opposition seeks paedophile legislation_
Australia: _Nearly half of Queensland youth groups have
 no paedophile screening in place_
Australia/US: _Australian man charged in US "child sex tour" sting_
South Africa: _Acquitted churchman threatens to sue accusers_
US: _"Playing doctors" between children should be reported_
UK: Statistics
UK: _Half of British youngsters plan to quit the country_
Research notes



UK:
-------------------------------------------------------

June 20th 1999

_Sex abuse evidence must be given on video_

The Government is to make it mandatory for the evidence
of under 18s to be pre-recorded on video so that they
are no longer questioned in court during sexual abuse
cases.

It is believed that the reforms will ensure that many
more sex offenders are brought to justice. The changes
have been tabled by Paul Boateng, Home Office Minister,
to the Youth Justice and Criminal Evidence Bill, which
is in its committee stage today.

Previously a judge made the decision on whether screens
or videos were needed.

The amendments to the Bill will ensure that children
can give their evidence by pre-recorded video, preventing
cross-examination in sexual abuse cases.

In other cases involving violence, neglect, abduction or
false imprisonment, the child's evidence in chief will be
pre-recorded on video but cross-examination on the day of
trial would be via live television link.

----------------------------------------------------------



UK:
----------------------------------------------------------

June 99

_Hostels plan for underage mothers_

TONY BLAIR will announce today that teenage mothers
will be prevented from living in individual council
flats and be required to live in special hostels where
they will be taught parenting skills and given help
to get jobs.

Those not at school will be required to take part in the
Government's New Deal programme for lone parents where they
have to attend a job interview and get help with finding
work.

Tessa Jowell, the Health Minister who will lead a task
force on teenage pregnancy, yesterday confirmed that the
2,000 to 4,000 girls aged 16 to 17 not living with their
families will no longer be en-titled to council
accomodation.

Hostels for these girls have yet to be built or staffed,
Heath Ministry staff revealed, and the aim is to create
enough hostels to accommodate all 2,000 to 4,000 girls
by 2002.

More than half of teenage pregnancies occur among 18 and
19-year olds.

----------------------------------------------------------

   [ So that should round up the already dire UK homelessness
     figures this winter, then?  Homeless with a baby = no
     council flat - and yet the hostels not yet built. :( ]



UK:
----------------------------------------------------------

27th June 1999

_Child jail to be run by firm in sex abuse case_

A new child jail is to be run by a security firm whose
parent company faces charges of sex abuse. The Home Office
has awarded Premier Prison Services the contract to run the
secure training centre while its American owner Wackenhut
is fighting compensation claims in the US from at least
eight young girls who were former inmates in one of its
child jails.

The legal action being brought against Wackenhut, which
operates private jails in the US, surrounds the abuse of
girl offenders by staff at Coke County Juvenile Centre in
the town of Bronte, Texas, which has since closed.

In Britain, there has already been controversy surrounding
Premier Prison Services management of Doncaster jail in
South Yorkshire.

But this has not stopped the Home Office from awarding the
company the contract to run Hassockfield, the secure
training centre in Co Durham which is to open this autumn.

Child jails have attracted controversy since they were
proposed by Michael Howard, the former Home Secretary, to
detain young offenders who would not have faced a
custodial sentence under past rules.

This week, the Rainsbrook secure training centre will
officially open near Rugby to be run by Rebound ECD, the
same Group 4 company which operates the first child jail at
Medway in Kent. This will be followed by Ranby in
Nottinghamshire and Sharpness in Gloucestershire.

But a new report by the Howard League for Penal Reform
shows that juveniles released from child jails have a 100
per cent reoffending rate. The study called _Child Jails:
The Case against Secure Training Centres_ says a similar
institution operating in Northern Ireland called the
Lisnevin training centre has been found to have the
reoffending rate of 100 per cent.

The reform group refers to the opening of Rainsbrook as a
"serious error of judgement". This follows a report by the
Social Services Inspectorate which criticised staff at
Medway for using excessive force and police "riot squads"
on children and strengthening the children's criminal
behaviour.

In 1996, 179,300 children aged 10 to 17 were convicted in
England and Wales.

----------------------------------------------------------



UK: the finding could have relevance to anti-paedophile
aversion 'therapies':
----------------------------------------------------------

June 99

_Gay "cure therapies" come under the spotlight_

DOCTORS claiming to "cure" homosexuality are offering a
range of controversial therapies on the NHS. The treatment
- known as aversion therapy - involves attempting to instil
a loathing for gay sexuality.

Such therapies were thought to have been abandoned after
homosexuality was decriminalised in 1967, but new evidence
indicates that some survive.

Mental health and homosexual rights groups believe
pyschiatrists offering the therapy are simply demonstrating
their own prejudices. They are campaigning for an end to
such practices, which they believe can cause long-term
mental illness.

Mike King, professor of psychiatry at the Royal Free
Hospital in London, said: "I still get people referred to
my clinic who have been told their sexuality is a disease,
and we do see people who have been thoroughly messed up by
attempts at treatment."

Professor King has this month been awarded a 400,000 UKP
grant from the national lottery fund, to be shared with
mental health charity Mind. They will investigate links
between various types of sexuality aversion therapy and
later psychological problems, such as depression.

----------------------------------------------------------



Eire:
----------------------------------------------------------

June 1999

The Irish government has announced it will lift the
statute of limitations on cases arising from
sexual abuse allegations.

----------------------------------------------------------



Australia:
-----------------------------------------------------------

_NSW Opposition seeks paedophile legislation_

24th June 1999

The New South Wales Opposition is to introduce legislation
giving police the power to inform communities about
paedophiles living in their area.

Opposition leader Kerry Chikarovksi says the legislation,
dubbed Nicole's Law, would give police the discretion to
tell schools and community groups about paedophiles
who had moved into their area.

The New South Wales Council of Civil Liberties condemned
the proposals.

"We're completely opposed to the idea of posting the names
and addresses of people with convictions of any sort," he
said.

"There's no point to it. It leads to vigilantism, which has
been demonstrated in the US."

--

Queensland Crime Commissioner Tim Carmody said a QCC survey
of 49 organisations responsible for the supervision of
children found that 21 had no screening processes to weed
out paedophiles.

Mr Carmody told delegates at an Australian Institute of
Criminology conference on children and crime in Brisbane
yesterday that the QCC team focused on sporting and scout
groups, as well as youth organisations, currently entrusted
with the care of more than 270,000 of the state's 870,000
children under the age of 18 as revealed in the 1996
census.

-----------------------------------------------------------



Australia/US:
-----------------------------------------------------------

26th June 1999

_Australian man charged in US "child sex tour" sting_

A MAN from Alice Springs, has been sent to trial in the
US on child sex offences, becoming the first Australian
to be charged under US sex tourism laws.

Glyn Harrod, 35, a mine worker, was arraigned in the
District Court of Phoenix, Arizona, late this week on
counts of conspiring to engage in sexual acts with
children.

Mr Harrod was trapped by US Customs officers in an
complex Internet sting operation that saw them entice
Harrod from Alice Springs to Yuma, Arizona after he
allegedly tried to join a non-existent paedophile sex
tour of Mexico.

The court heard that on April 4, undercover Customs agents
operating allegedly received an e-mail from Mr Harrod,
requesting information on their "Mexico tour".

The following day, a tour questionnaire, it is alleged, was
e-mailed to Mr Harrod asking him for exact details on
what he'd like to do on the tour.

He also allegedly requested pictures of the girls that were
available. US Customs Service agents sent him details of
the tour costs.

On May 4, US Customs attache Donald Shruhan notified US
Customs agent Rory Hale that Mr Harrod had left Australia
for the US. Agents made further contact with Mr Harrod in
the US, who was checking his e-mail messages regularly.
Mr Harrod responded to a pager number left by Officer Hale,
who spoke with Mr Harrod for the first time at the Quality
Hotel and Resort in Phoenix on May 18.

Officer Hale called at midday and said Mr Harrod told him
he was with some friends who were going to the Grand
Canyon. Mr Harrod allegedly told Officer Hale he wanted two
10-year-old girls for one night, possibly two. Mr
Harrod was quoted $US200 for one girl per night and
$US150 for an additional girl.

On May 19, agents received another page from Mr Harrod. The
message was to ring Room 262 at the Comfort Inn in Yuma.
Undercover agent Kevin Martin phoned Mr Harrod and arranged
an in-person meeting for the following day.

Mr Harrod showed at the appointed place at midday,
allegedly handed Officer Martin $US700 in cash and said he
was ready to cross the border and begin the tour.

Fifteen minutes later, officers read Mr Harrod his rights.
He agreed immediately to answer questions.

According to court documents, "Harrod stated that he has
had an interest with minor children since he was the age of
12. This interest had followed him into adulthood. Harrod
stated that he viewed child pornography on the Internet and
has downloaded pictures to his hard drive and on to disks".
Mr Harrod allegedly told officers he'd been viewing child
porn on the Internet for 18 months. He had also sent money
to a company to supply him with child porn videos, but they
had failed to arrive in the mail. He stated he had never had
sexual activities with children as an adult.

Australian Federal Police, co-operating with US Customs,
raided Mr Harrod's house in Alice Springs, in the Northern
Territory, and his room at the Granites Gold Mine near the
Territory's border with Western Australia, where he
remains, technically, employed as a mill maintenance
officer.

Federal police said that computer discs, videos and
photographs were seized from both addresses.

A company spokesman said Mr Harrod was retrenched
three months ago, although the company had been trying to
find him work away from Granites mine site.

He was "a fairly litigious fellow" who had consulted a
lawyer about his employment conditions at the mine.

Mr Harrod, who was born in Havant, England, part-owned
racehorses and was a member of the Alice Springs Apex Club.

A spokesman for the Department of Foreign Affairs in
Canberra confirmed that the Australian consulate in Los
Angeles had provided assistance to the man since his arrest.
He is being held in a prison at Florence, Arizona.

A US Customs special agent Mr Jim Nagle is in
charge of the investigation.  Mr Neagle is head
of the US Customs unit investigating alleged
child sex tours.

-----------------------------------------------------------




South Africa:
-----------------------------------------------------------

20th June 1999

_Acquitted churchman threatens to sue accusers_

A BAPTIST minister is considering suing a "cabal"
of welfare workers who had him up in court on charges of
sexually abusing teenage girls at his street children's
shelter.

Reverend Livingstone Jacob was acquitted in the Durban
Regional Court on May 27 of all 17 charges brought against
him: indecent assault, assault with the intent to do
grievous bodily harm, and crimen injuria. The charges
resulted from a 12-week investigation in 1997 into the
affairs of the Children's Rights Ministry, of which Jacob
was a director, by a task force headed by Joan van Niekerk,
of Childline, and appointed by Kwazulu-Natal Welfare MEC
Gideon Zulu.

Seven girls aged between 12 and 16, who lived at the
shelter on NMR Avenue, opposite the Durban railway station,
claimed Jacob had sexually abused them, three of them
saying he had beaten them.

But after his acquittal, Jacob turned on the members of
the task force, accusing them and former members of his
staff of having formed "a conspiracy" to smear his name
because of his outspoken stance on police brutality against
street children.

Jacob sprang to prominence in the mid-1990s after he
lodged about 40 claims against the police with the Human
Rights Commission.

"There is a very long conspiracy against me, and it still
hasn't resolved the issue of brutality against street
children," Jacob said. "I now want the Human Rights
Commission to re-open those cases."

The Children's Rights Ministry virtually collapsed as
foreign donations dried up after Jacob was charged.
He also wanted to recover the value of R30 000 in
equipment stolen from the ministry after its two
shelters were shut down.

He intended to sue his other accusers for causing him
"suffering, pain, embarrassment, shame and dehumanisation"
and for "discrediting me all over the world".

"I have referred this to our lawyers and am seeking
advice," Jacob said.

He has now faxed the news of his acquittal to all his
former foreign donors in the hope he can restart the
ministry.

----------------------------------------------------------



USA:
----------------------------------------------------------

_"Playing doctors" between children should be reported_

18th June, 1999

A local child protection worker has urged teachers and
parents to report cases of sexual abuse between children.
Karen Flannigan says councillors are seeing more child
"perpetrators".

"Increasingly we see more children of a young age in what
we would define as concerning behaviours," she said.

"So if school teachers and parents are noticing children
being overly interested in sexual activity at this age it
does need to be checked and professionally assessed."

----------------------------------------------------------



UK statistics:
----------------------------------------------------------

June 1999

Nearly 500 children were found guilty of sexually
molesting another child in 1997. Home Office figures
show that the number of children under 18 found guilty
increased by a nearly a third in the last five years.
The NSPCC claims that in London alone they have
nearly 300 children waiting to be "treated", some just
five years old.

--

The Times, 15th June 1999

"An estimated 10 per cent of girls start their periods while
still at primary school"

----------------------------------------------------------



UK:
----------------------------------------------------------

12th June 1999

_Half of British youngsters want to quit the country_

More than half of British youngsters are so disillusioned
they plan to quit the country, according to a survey
published today.

55 per cent of seven to 14-year-olds want to emigrate
forever when they grow up, the study for Woolworths
Kids First charity discovered.

--

June 14th 1999

_Life is too hard, say children_

LIFE seems like all work and no play to many of today's
generation of four-year-olds, who are being robbed of their
childhood by pressures from school and home, says a new
study.

Interviews with four-year-olds in nursery and reception
classes around Britain have found that they feel upset and
anxious about pressures for them to succeed at school
from a very early age. Some spoke seriously about "not
getting a job if I don't work hard".

Jacqui Cousins, an adviser to the United Nations on early
education, spoke to 130 children and found that they
complained of being too hurried to have time to play. A
girl who appeared exhausted said: "All the time it's 'Hurry
up! Hurry up!' I hate hurrying up."

The increasing trend for both parents to work had sometimes
meant that nobody was taking time to sit down and listen to
what the child had to say. "At school, the assumption was
that children were getting this kind of special attention
and quality time with an adult at home. But, at home, the
assumption was that they were getting it at school," Dr
Cousins said.

One girl said that she had to work hard and not play so she
could get ready "to pass my Key Stage One tests" (the tests
given to five to seven-year-olds). Another told Dr Cousins,
a former nursery and infant teacher, that their play was
constantly interrupted so they could "get on with some work
now".

For these children, work invariably meant sitting down with
repetitive worksheets which gave them "clutched pencil
syndrome", resulting in aching hands or necks, but little
learning and no enjoyment. Many had made the far-sighted
decision not to play with anything that took a long time
because they knew they would be asked to tidy it away
before they had finished.

Dr Cousins' study *Listening to Four Year Olds, *is
to be published in autumn by the National Early Years
Network.

-----------------------------------------------------------


-----------------------------------------------------------

Nice comment on the current dismal UK education system:

"If I had a young child again now, I would be tempted to
keep the brat out of the system for as long as possible.
After all, given sand, water and a bucket an infant will
unaidedly do physics, maths, resistant materials
technology, design, hydraulics and (if burbling) language.
A child burying an offending teddy head-first in the sand
is doing ethics and drama; up-ending a bucket of water on
his head is a fine training in comedy which may lead to a
Bafta award."

-----------------------------------------------------------


TV:
-----------------------------------------------------------

June 22nd 1999

_Gay drama criticised over underage sex warnings_

A controversial gay drama has been criticised by a
broadcasting watchdog for failing to warn viewers
of explicit sex scenes.

The Independent Television Commission also expressed
concern at a storyline about under-age homosexual sex.

But after receiving 160 complaints about Queer As Folk,
the ITC ruled that its programme code had not been broken.

The first episode in the Channel 4 series featured
graphic scenes of homosexual sex between a promiscuous
29-year-old man and a 15-year-old boy.

The ITC criticised the "celebratory" tone of the plot
and said Channel 4 had "missed an opportunity" to
provide off-screen support such as Internet material
linking to safe sex sites, or fact sheets.

The watchdog said it had "concerns about the celebratory
tone of the first episode, which left little room for
any questions to be raised in viewers' minds about the
rights and wrongs of the illegal, under-age relationship".

Channel 4 had submitted that the age of its 15-year-old
character was essential to the plot and that the sex scenes
were no more graphic than heterosexual scenes that have
been screened on television.

The ITC agreed that the show came within Channel 4's remit.

It praised the series as being of high quality with "a
witty script and attractive score".

-----------------------------------------------------------



Research notes (found on the web):
-----------------------------------------------------------

Stacey McCarroll
PhD Candidate
Art History
Boston University

 _The Cambridge Incident: Looking at Contemporary Confusion
 About_ _Childhood, Sexuality, and Photography_

This paper begins with a controversy involving a Cambridge
woman and accusations of of child pornography. Toni
Marie Angeli was reported to the police in November of
1995, when an employee at Zona Photographic Labs in
Cambridge became concerned about images she had taken
of her young son, nude, for a photography class at
Harvard University.

The case became the focal point of the ongoing debate about
censorship of the arts in the local community and has received
attention in the national media. The Angeli story is interesting
not only as a drama in itself, but also as a fascinating node
of contemporary cultural anxiety about children, sexuality,
and photography. My study of the many issues at stake in
this case, and others like it, reveals the convoluted
nature of contemporary American discomfort with the
discourse of sexuality, particularly in its conjunction
with the photographic viewed as "evidence." The controversy
here is highly charged *because *of the very fact that the
images in question are photographs.

The Cambridge incident, by no means unique in the United
States, is enmeshed in broader cultural discourses on
sexuality and representation. Along with other examples of
parents arousing suspicion and potential prosecution for
photographing their children in the nude, I also examine
the high art practice of a similar sort of photography by
Sally Mann and Jock Sturges, analyzing the ways in which
the popular and "high" art debates collide. Discussions of
photographic practices involving nude children expose the
intense, dramatic, and polemical maneuverings implicated in
popular opinions of child pornography, child abuse, and
freedom of speech.

What does it mean for an adult, or a parent, to photograph
a child in the nude? And why is it so difficult for our
culture to deal with these episodes? In our growing age of
sophisticated computer generated and disseminated
photographic imagery, contemporary American viewers
perceive the artificial and dubious nature of photographic
representations. Conceptions of the photographic as
"evidence," however, are so embedded in our consciousness
that they are difficult to ignore. The inevitable
predicament in unraveling episodes involving nude
photographs of children is this ambivalence between a more,
or less, skeptical reading of photographic representations.
The intersection of these messy debates about photographic
practice and sexuality-debates about representation and
power - is what makes the Cambridge incident, and similar
incidents, so consequential. The debates presented here are
complicated, uncomfortable, and central to much that
troubles American culture today.

------------------------------------------------------------


More research news:
------------------------------------------------------------

15th Jun 1999

_Dis-Abusing Kids_

On May 12, the Washington-based Family Research Council
held a press conference to denounce an article about
"pedophilia" published in the American Psychological
Association's journal Psychological Bulletin.

Joined by radio personality "Dr. Laura" Schlessinger (by
satellite), three Republican congressmen, including House
GOP Whip Tom DeLay, and others, the FRC's national advocate
Janet Parshall called on the APA to "renounce the study on
pedophilia" because, she said, it suggested that sexual
contacts between adults and youths are not so harmful as
most people believe.

What exactly were they so upset about? Last July, the
Psychological Bulletin published a long, complex,
statistics-dense article titled "A Meta-Analytic
Examination of Assumed Properties of Child Sexual Abuse
Using College Samples." In the article, three academic
psychologists reported the results of their "meta-analysis"
of studies on sex between adults and young people; that is,
they did not do new research but analyzed what earlier
studies had found.

They found that the earlier studies offered considerable
evidence that sexual experiences with adults do not
necessarily harm young people, and that young people
sometimes thought of them as positive experiences which
they were pleased about and participated in willingly. One
way to look at those findings would be to welcome them, to
breathe easier, to be glad that something we thought was
harmful turns out not to be so harmful after all. Most
people would have that reaction, at least on most topics.
But not the FRC or Dr. Laura. Speaking for the group,
Parshall said it was "necessary to condemn and reject any
suggestion that sexual relations between children and
adults are anything but abusive, destructive, exploitative,
reprehensible and punishable by law." Parshall particularly
condemned the notions that sexual experiences "might
actually be positive for 'willing' children" or that
"children" could "actually consent to sex with adults."
It is not hard to get the impression that Parshall would
have very much preferred a study that found that sex
between adults and young people scarred young people for
life, leaving them a quivering mass of psychotic symptoms,
blighting their futures, ruining any chance of stable
relationships and pushing them toward careers as mass
murderers. But when careful analysis finds that people are
not as miserable as she thinks they should be, then she is
furious. Humanitarianism certainly takes strange forms.

What did the study actually find?

The three psychologists pointed out that most people
believe that "child sexual abuse" has four properties: it
causes harm to the young participants, the harm is
experienced by most of the youths involved, the harm is
typically severe, and the harm is experienced equally by
young men and women.

To test these claims, the authors examined 59 studies that
asked college students about their own reactions to
youthful sexual experiences with adults-defined variously
as genital exhibition, touching of genitalia, masturbation,
oral sex or intercourse.

The studies turn out to show that men reported very
different reactions from women. More than a third of the
men (37 percent) recalled feeling good about their
experience at the time, regarding it as positive. Even
more-42 percent-said that looking back on the experience
they felt it was a positive thing. Only a third (33
percent) viewed the experience as negative at the time. The
rest (29 percent) felt neutral about it.

Women had far different reactions. Nearly three-quarters of
the women (72 percent) viewed the experience negatively.
But 11 percent did report having positive feelings about
the experience and 18 percent felt neutral about it.
The men tended to view the experience as an adventure, as
exciting, and satisfying their curiosity, while women
viewed it as an invasion of their body or a moral wrong,
accompanied by feelings of fear, confusion and
embarrassment.

The various studies did find some degree of psychological
maladjustment among some of the young people who had early
sex with adults. But it turned out on more careful
examination that a poor family environment correlated with
maladjustment much more than the sexual experience did.
Physical abuse, verbal abuse, physical neglect and
emotional neglect all had greater negative impact on
children's later psychological adjustment than the sexual
experiences, and the sex tended to disappear as an
independent causal factor.

The studies found that some of the students-a majority of
the women but only a minority of the men-reported some sort
of temporary psychological harm from their experience such
as stress, delay in emotional development or negative
feelings about sex.

But most students said that those symptoms or feelings were
only temporary, which suggests that they were not very
intense. Only a minority of the women and a very small
minority of the men reported any lasting negative effects
from their experiences, and some said they felt the
experiences had been beneficial.

These authors did not make up these conclusions. They are
simply reporting what the college students themselves
stated about their experiences. So when Parshall condemns
the youths' sexual experiences with adults as "abusive,
destructive, [and] exploitative," the study subjects
themselves contradict her. She also somewhat misrepresents
the study by repeatedly referring to "children," as if
these youths were mostly seven- and eight-year-olds, and
denying that "children" can consent to sex. Yet the study
included sex with adults by youths up to the age of 16 or
17, the sophomore or junior year in high school, and some
of the students said they had participated willingly.
As everyone must know, many teenage males and at least a
few females below that age not only "consent" to sex, but
seek it out. Teenage males date girls, "make out" and try
to have sex with them.

There seems little doubt that such "children" can consent
to sex and participate in it willingly, even eagerly,
whether with older partners or their peer group.
Friends have sometimes told me about their youthful sexual
experiences with older men, recalling them with pleasure,
sometimes describing them as "very warm, very loving."
Other friends have told me of being approached for sex by
adolescents. One told me that once when he was in his 40s a
young man who turned out to be barely 17 approached him for
sex and offered to pay him for it. That sounds "willing" to
me. So we can hardly say that all "child abuse" is abusive
or involves children.

------------------------------------------------------------
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